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Problem
Research on how Native American (NA) children draw 
their families and how perceptions of their families are 
reflected in their family drawings is lacking. The purpose 
of the study was (1) to validate the Kinetic Family Drawing 
(KFD) as an appropriate instrument for use with this 
population, and (2) to compare Native American and 
Caucasian children's KFDs.
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Method
The KFD and Semantic Differential Scales were 
administered to 52 Native American children from the 
Potawatomi and Iroquois tribes, ages 6-14. A matched 
sample of 104 KFDs of Caucasian children from Southern 
Michigan was used for comparison. The data were analyzed 
by multiple regression, t-tests, and analysis of variance. 
The value of alpha was set at .05.
Results
1. The Semantic Differential obtained significant 
correlations with the KFD. Family pictures drawn with the 
child outside, a higher level of activity of mother and 
self, mother and self involved in less nurturing 
activities, fewer barriers between mother and self, and 
less direct physical orientation between figures correlated 
with a higher rating of family relationships.
2. Statistically significant differences were 
found between the KFDs of Native American and Caucasian 
children, although the mode scores for both groups were 
identical for all KFD variables related to action, 
physical, position, and style characteristics.
3. Some differences were found between the KFDs of 
children differing in proportion of Native American 
ancestry and attendance rate at NA cultural events, 
although these differences were not the same for both 
groups. No differences were found relating to birth order.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Differences between NA and Caucasian females and males 
were noted.
The majority of the pictures were free from KFD 
style characteristics; over 67% drew all the figures facing 
forwards.
Conclusions
The findings of this study indicated that the KFD 
is a valid instrument for use with this population if 
cultural and mainstream societal trends are considered in 
the interpretation. Even though differences were apparent 
between Native American and Caucasian children, Native 
American children from this sample might have be exhibiting 
a more acculturated picture than ether minority groups. 
Generalizibility was limited due to a self - selected, small 
sample size.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
DEDICATION
To my children, Kelly, Christy, and Cory, 
who gave me the motivation to persevere
iii
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF T A B L E S .........................................  viii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS.........................................  xii
Chapter
I . I N T R O D U C T I O N ....................................  1
Statement of the P r o b l e m ....................  3
Purpose of the S t u d y .........................  4
Research Questions ...........................  5
Statement of Hypotheses ....................  5
Theoretical Framework ....................... 5
Importance of the S t u d y ....................  9
Definition of T e r m s .........................  10
A s s u m p t i o n s ..................................  11
Limitation of the S t u d y ....................  12
Delimitation of the Study....................  12
Organization of the S t u d y ..................  12
II. LITERATURE R E V I E W ................................ 14
Traditional Native American Cultural
Characteristics .........................  14
Native American Family Characteristics . 17
Contemporary Native American Family
Characteristics ....................... 18
Summary ..................................  21
Kinetic Family Drawings ....................  22
Objective Scoring Techniques and
R e l i a b i l i t y ...........................  23
Validity Studies .........................  25
Clinical and Research Use of the KFD
With C h i l d r e n .........................  29
Cross-cultural Studies ..................  32
S u m m a r y ....................................  33
Semantic Differential ....................... 34
Reliability and Validity Issues of the
Semantic Differential ................ 34
Semantic Differential Uses With Children 36
Cross-Cultural Implications .............  37
S u m m a r y .......................................  3 8
iv
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
III. METHODOLOGY......................................  40
Type of R e s e a r c h ...........................  40
Description of the Population and
Sample S e l e c t i o n ......................... 40
V a r i a b l e s ....................................  41
Variables Regarding Action .............  42
Variables Regarding Figure
Characteristics ......................  42
Variables Regarding Position, Distance,
and B a r r i e r ...........................  42
Variables Regarding Styles .............  43
Selected General Variables .............  43
Self V a r i a b l e s ...........................  43
Mother V a r i a b l e s .........   44
Father Variables ......................... 44
I n s t r u m entation .............................  45
The Kinetic Family D r a w i n g .............  45
Description of the Instrument . . . .  45
S c o r i n g ................................ 45
Semantic Differential Family Rating
S c a l e ..................................  48
Description of the Instrument . . . .  48
Development of the Instrument . . . .  50
Demographic Questionnaire ................ 51
Collection of D a t a ...........................  52
Research Questions and Hypotheses ......... 55
Hypothesis 1 .............................  55
Hypothesis 2 .............................  56
Hypothesis 3   56
Hypothesis 4 .............................  56
Hypothesis 5   57
Hypothesis 6 .............................  57
Hypothesis 7 .............................  57
Hypothesis 8 .............................  57
Hypothesis 9   58
Hypothesis 1 0 .............................  58
Statistical Analysis ......................... 58
Chapter S u m m a r y .............................  59
IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF D A T A .............. 60
Demographic Data of the S a m p l e .............  60
Sex and Age Levels of the Sample . . . .  60
Parents Present in the Home ...........  61
Birth Order of Native American Sample . 62
Tribal Affiliation, Frequency of
of Cultural Events, and Proportion of
of Native American Ancestry ......... 62
Basic D a t a ....................................  63
The Semantic Differential Family Scale . 63
The Kinetic Family D r a w i n g .............  64
v
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Qualitative Description of KFD . . . .  66
Basic KFD Descriptive Statistics . . .  66
KFD Like-to-Live-in-Family...........  66
Testing of Hypotheses and Discussion of the
F i n d i n g s .................................. 73
Hypothesis 1 .............................  74
Analysis 1   74
Summary of Hypothesis 1 .............  83
Hypothesis 2 .............................  84
Analysis 2   84
Summary of Hypothesis 2 .............  96
Hypothesis 3 .............................  97
Analysis 3 .............................  97
Summary of Hypothesis 3 .............  101
Hypothesis 4 .............................  102
Analysis 4 .............................  102
Summary of Hypothesis 4 .............  102
Hypothesis 5 ................................ 103
Analysis 5 .............................  103
Summary of Hypothesis 5 .............  106
Hypothesis 6 .............................  107
Analysis 6   107
Summary of Hypothesis 6 .............  107
Hypothesis 7 .............................  110
Analysis 7 .............................  110
Summary of Hypothesis 7 .............  113
Hypothesis 8 .............................  113
Analysis 8   113
Summary of Hypothesis 8 .............  117
Hypothesis 9 .............................  118
Analysis 9   118
Summary of Hypothesis 9 .............  125
Hypothesis 1 0 .............................  125
Analysis 1 0 ......................... 125
Summary of Hypothesis 1 0 .............  131
V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS .................................. 132
S u m m a r y ......................................  132
Statement of the P r o b l e m ................ 132
Overview of Literature ..................... 133
Purpose of the S t u d y ....................... 136
Methodology..................................  136
Sampling ................................ 136
Instrumentation .........................  137
Analysis of Data ....................... 139
Findings of the S t u d y ....................  140
Hypothesis 1 ...........................  140
Hypothesis 2 ...........................  141
Hypothesis 3   142
Hypothesis 4 ...........................  143
vi
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Hypothesis 5 ...........................  143
Hypothesis 6 ...........................  144
Hypothesis 7 ...........................  144
Hypothesis 8 ...........................  145
Hypothesis 9 ...........................  145
Hypothesis 1 0 .........................  146
Research Questions, Conclusions and
Implications .............................  147
Research Questions ....................... 147
Conclusions and Implications ...........  154
Recommendations .............................  156
P r a c t i c e ..................................  156
Future Research .........................  157
APPENDICES ...........................................  159
A Kinetic Family Drawing Scoring Criteria . . 160
B Description of the Caucasian Population
and Sample Selection ....................  167
C Demographic Questionnaire .................. 170
D Semantic Differential ......................  173
E Procedure for Data C o l l e c t i o n .............  179
F Correspondence ...............................  183
G Scored D a t a .................................. 192
REFERENCE L I S T .........................................  203
VITA   213
vii
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
LIST OF TABLES
1. Native American Sample by Sex and A g e .........  61
2. Caucasian Sample by Sex and A g e ................  61
3. Distribution by Tribal Affiliation ...........  63
4. Item Analysis: Point Multiserials and
Coefficient Alpha for Semantic
Differential Scales .........................  65
5. Mean and Standard Deviation for Semantic
Differential ..................................  65
6. Activity of S e l f ................................  67
7. Activity of M o t h e r .............................. 67
8. Activity of F a t h e r .............................. 6 8
9. Basic Descriptive Statistics of KFD
Variables of the Native American Sample . . 69
10. Basic Descriptive Statistics of KFD
Variables of the Caucasian S a m p l e .........  71
11. Like-to-Live-in-Family Variable ................  72
12. Correlation Matrix Between Semantic
Differential Scales and Self KFD
Variables n = 5 1 ................................ 75
13. Correlation Matrix Between Semantic
Differential Scales and Self KFD
Variables on KFDs With Father Figure
Drawn n = 4 0 ....................................  76
14. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Self Variables and SD "My Whole Family"
n=51............................................  7 6
15. Regression Coefficients: KFD Self
Variables and SD "My Whole Family" n=51 . . 77
viii
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
16. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Self Variables and SD "My Whole Family"
n = 4 0 ...........................................  77
17. Regression Coefficients: KFD Self
Variables and SD "My Whole Family" n=40 . . 78
18. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self
Variables and SD "Myself" n = 5 1 ..............  79
19. Regression Coefficients: KFD Self
Variables and SD "Myself" n = 5 1 ..............  79
20. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self
Variables and SD "Myself" n = 4 0 ..............  80
21. Regression Coefficients: KFD Self
Variables and SD "Myself" n = 4 0 ..............  80
22. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self
Variables and SD "My Mother and Me" n=5l . . 81
23. Regression Coefficients: KFD Self
Variables and SD "My Mother and Me" n=51 . . 81
24. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self
Variables and SD "My Mother and Me" n=40 . . 82
25. Regression Coefficients: KFD Self
Variables and SD "My Mother and Me" n=40 . . 3 3
26. Correlation Matrix Between Semantic
Differential Scales and Mother KFD
Variables n = 5 1 ................................ 35
27. Correlation Matrix Between Semantic
Differential Scales and Mother KFD
Variables n = 4 0 ................................ 36
28. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Mother Variables and SD "My Whole
Family" n = 5 1 ..................................  37
29. Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother
Variables and SD "My Whole Family" n=51 . . 3 8
30. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Mother Variables and SD "My Whole
Family" n = 4 0 ..................................  38
31. Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother
Variables and SD "My Whole Family" n=40 . . 39
ix
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
32. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Mother Variables and SD "Myself" n=40 . . .  90
33. Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother
Variables and SD "Myself" n = 4 0 .............  90
34. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Mother Variables and SD "My Mother and Me"
n = 5 1 ........................................... 91
35. Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother
Variables and SD "My Mother and Me" n=51 . . 91
36. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Mother Variables and SD "My Mother and Me"
n = 4 0 ........................................... 92
37. Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother
Variables and SD "My Mother and Me" n=40 . . 9 3
38. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Mother Variables and SD "My Father and Me"
n = 5 0 ........................................... 94
39. Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother
Variables and SD "My Father and Me" n=50 . . 94
40. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Mother Variables and 3D "My Father and Me"
n = 4 0 ........................................... 95
41. Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother
Variables and SD "My Father and Me" n=40 . . 9 5
42. Correlation Matrix Between Semantic
Differential Scales and Father KFD
Variables n = 4 0 ....................................  9 8
43. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Father Variables and SD "My Whole
Family" n = 4 0 ...................................  99
44. Regression Coefficients: KFD Father
Variables and SD "My Whole Family" n=40 . . 99
45. Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD
Father Variables and SD "My Mother and Me"
n = 4 0 .............................................  100
46. Regression Coefficients: KFD Father
Variables and SD "My Mother and Me" n=40 . . 101
x
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
47. Correlation Matrix Between Semantic
Differential Scales and Selected KFD
Variables n = 5 1 ................................ 103
48. t-tests Between Proportion of Native
American Ancestry ...........................  104
49. Analysis of Variance Between Birth Order . . . 108
50. t-tests Between Groups Who Attend Cultural
Events More or Less Frequently.............  Ill
51. t-tests Between Native American and Caucasian
KFD V a r i a b l e s ................................ 114
52. t-tests Between Native American and
Caucasian by Age Groups: 6-8 Y r s ...........  119
53. t-tests Between Native American and
Caucasian by Age Groups: 9-11 y r s .........  121
54. t-tests Between Native American and
Caucasian by Age Groups: 12-14 y r s .........  123
55. t-tests Between Native American and
Caucasian Females ...........................  126
56. t-tests Between Native American and
Caucasian Males .............................  128
xi
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
I would to thank many people who willingly gave me 
so much help and encouragement throughout this project:
Dr. Donna Habenicht, for her ideas, countless hours 
of reading manuscripts, and guidance. Without her belief in 
me, I would have never attempted this dissertation.
Dr. Wilfred Futcher, for his untiring patience and 
humor while working with me on the long, and seemingly 
unending, statistical analyses.
Dr. Reger Smith, for being so positive and 
encouraging after reading each draft and uncomplainingly 
meeting my sometimes impossible deadlines.
Tom Topash, Sharon Winters, and Pat Wattles, for 
their assistance in obtaining the Potawatomi sample.
Peggy Rodgers, for allowing me to use her Caucasian
sample.
Jean Galutia, Susonya Vigh, and Liz Roberts for 
helping collect the data.
Family and friends, for their love, prayers, and 
support that I desperately needed.
And finally, for all the children who willingly 
drew me pictures, and in a sense, gave part of themselves.
xii
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Children's perceptions of their world are a topic of
interest to researchers, educators, and psychologists
because they play an important role in understanding child
development. For ethnically diverse groups, psychosocial
information about children may not be as readily available
as for the majority culture. "Most minorities are aware
that the instruments used to do research have been
constructed and standardized according to white, middle-
class groups and can be misusedn (Sue & Sue, 1977a,
p . 100). Estimates of ability, personality, and behavior
must come from assessment instruments that have minimal
socioeconomic, class, or cultural bias.
It is mandatory that school counselors and 
psychologists be aware of all the cultural, racial, 
religious, and socioeconomic interplay within the 
school and community, carefully considering both 
when servicing and making efforts to provide a 
pluralistically equitable education for students. 
(Tidwell, 1980, p. 84)
Traditionally, projective drawings have been a means 
of obtaining from children information that bypasses 
language and cultural biases. Projectives have been viewed 
as relatively non-threatening and unobtrusive instruments
“1
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2when compared to other methods of collecting information 
from children, such as self-concept tests, temperament and 
personality questionnaires, and diagnostic interviews 
(Cook., 1990; Kelly, 1992). Working with the assumptions 
that (1) projectives are administered and analyzed by 
trained professionals and, (2) analysis is compared to 
reliable sources, Kelly (1992) asserted that projective 
tests and procedures provide potentially useful information 
and thematic elements regarding the perceived type, 
intensity and antecedent of specific disturbed conditions.
However, because of the nature of projectives, with
the underlying construct that drawings are representative
of unconscious feelings, research problems become more
complex. Barkdull (19 89) stated:
After 40 years' use of projective techniques in 
clinical assessment, there is still considerable 
variability among psychologists in strategy as well 
as in interpretation theory with respect to the use 
of projectives. There has been little theoretical 
work to place projectives devices on a more firm 
scientific basis, (p. 70-71)
In 1970, B u m s  and Kaufman developed a projective 
drawing instrument called the Kinetic Family Drawing (KFD). 
The KFD purports to assess a child's self-concept and 
perception of the interpersonal relations within the family 
(Mostkoff & Lazarus, 1983) . Relatively soon after its 
introduction, the KFD had already achieved moderately 
widespread use by both clinical and school psychologists 
(Prout, 1983; Reynolds, 1978).
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3The KFD has shown promise in cross-cultural use. 
Studies have been conducted with Black, Japanese, Filipino, 
Chinese, Mexican, Lebanese, and Hispanic-American 
populations (Cabacungan, 1985; Chartouni, 1992; Cho, 1987; 
Ledesma, 1979; Shaw, 1989; Urrabazo, 1986; Vazquez, 1981). 
However, a validation study has not been done for any 
Native American population.
A complicating issue concerning the validity of 
projective drawings, such as the KFD, is the difference 
between children's perceptions and reality. Based on 
preliminary investigation (Mostkoff & Lazarus, 1983), it 
appears that the KFD measures state (affected by present 
environment), rather than more permanent trait 
characteristics. Thus, some of the challenge of validation 
involves finding another instrument revealing the child's 
perceptions rather than an adult's view of the child. In 
summary, empirical research concerning the validity of the 
KFD is meager but generally supportive of its use (Conant, 
1988; Handler, 1990) .
Statement of the Problem
Research on how Native American children perceive 
their families and the manner in which their perceptions 
are reflected in their family drawings is lacking. There 
also has been no study that compares Native American family 
drawings with Caucasian children. McShane (19 88) 
maintained:
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4The primary omission of past research efforts has 
been in the area of determining how American Indian 
children and adolescents experience the process of 
psychosocial survival, growth and the development 
of competencies for meeting the demands of minority 
and majority cultures, (p. 105)
In a study conducted with counselors who work with 
Native American clients, approximately two-thirds felt that 
psychological evaluations were not always culturally 
relevant (Martin, Frank, Minkler, & Johnson, 1988) . 
Kirschenbaum (1988) reported that "only a few, nontest 
instruments exist which are based on the cultural values of 
individual Indian tribal groups" (p. 54).
Although preliminary use of the KFD is showing much
promise in multicultural applications, the clinician who
ignores the multicultural background of the child risks
misinterpreting children's family drawings (Habenicht,
1990). Habenicht further stated:
Many clinicians appear to use the KFD without 
adequately considering the impact of cultural 
diversity on the child's drawings of the family, 
even though culture has traditionally played an 
important role in defining the self, the family, 
and interpersonal relationships within the family 
and society, (p. 2)
Normative, descriptive, comparative, and validative 
research on the Kinetic Family Drawings of Native American 
children has not been completed.
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was (1) to validate the 
KFDs of Native American children as an appropriate
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
5instrument for use with Native American children, and (2) 
compare Native American children's family drawings with the 
family drawings of Caucasian children from the same 
geographical area.
Research Questions
This study sought to answer the following questions:
1. Is the Kinetic Family Drawing useful for 
obtaining valid information on how Native American 
children perceive their families?
2. How do Native American children draw their 
families?
3. Are there differences in the way Native American 
and Caucasian children draw their families?
Statement of Hypotheses
It was hypothesized that the KFD is useful in 
yielding clinical information on Native American children. 
The scores derived from the KFD would correlate 
significantly with the scores from the Semantic 
Differential Family Scale.
It was also expected that the KFDs of Native American 
children would differ from those of Caucasian children.
Theoretical Framework
The use of drawings as projective measures has had a 
long history. Goodenough (1931) pioneered the use of 
projective drawings with children. She stated:
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6The drawings of young children fulfill a very 
different purpose from that of the art products of 
older children or adults. They may be looked upon 
as a universal language of childhood whereby 
children of all races and cultures express their 
ideas of the world about them. They belong, not to 
the realm of aesthetics, but to the realm of 
thought and expression, (p. 505)
Machover (1949) worked extensively in developing 
projective interpretations of human figure drawings by 
children. The basis of her work rested on the assumption 
that the child draws consciously and unconsciously from 
his/her whole system of psychic values. She wrote, 
"Projective methods of exploring motivations have 
repeatedly uncovered deep and perhaps unconscious 
determinants of self-expression which could not be made 
manifest in direct communication" (p. 4).
Likewise, Cummings (1986) stated that the most basic 
assumption underlying projective drawings is that a child's 
psychomotor response, via his drawing, contains nonverbal, 
symbolic messages. 3ased on his review of the literature, 
he suggested that projective drawings have been used to (1) 
allow nonverbal children to express themselves, !2) to gain 
an understanding of a child's inner conflicts, fears, 
interactions with family members, and perceptions of 
others, (3) aid in understanding psychodynamic functions 
such as ego strength, and (4) help generate hypotheses and 
serve as a springboard for further evaluations.
The combination of projective assessment with 
drawings is especially useful in eliminating language and
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7cultural barriers. Entirely nonverbal, projective drawings 
can allow the child to express himself/herself without the 
encumbrance of words and verbal communication. In a more 
sociological perspective, Dennis (19 66) assumed that 
drawings represent social values. In his comparison of 
drawings of children from culturally different groups, 
including pictures drawn by 100 Navaho boys, he reached the 
conclusions that drawings can "be used to measure some of 
the social changes in attitudes and values which occur in 
the course of modernization, acculturation, and educational 
and economic advancement" (p. 210).
Culture has traditionally influenced many aspects of 
family life and relationships, and children's drawings need 
to be interpreted from a cultural viewpoint. Habenicht 
(1990) maintained that the KFD is an expression of cultural 
issues regarding family structure, relationships, and work 
activities. For minority groups that are moving from the 
isolated culture of their origin to the majority culture of 
America, the socialization process is a significant issue 
in completely understanding the individual. Sue and 
Morishima (19 82) described cultural conflict when members 
of one culture come into prolonged and close association 
with another culture, the new culture is significantly 
different from the original culture, and conformity to the 
new culture is rewarded and socialized.
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3Professionals muse recognize the risk of making 
generalizations between different culture groups. This 
caution is even more applicable to Native American people, 
a highly diversified people. Sensitivity must be used in 
searching for an Indian identity. In addition to 
individual differences, there are tribal, regional, 
clan/intertribal, language, custom, practice, and family 
structure differences (Everett, Proctor, & Cartmell, 1983; 
Sage, 1991). Sage further postulated, "It is difficult to 
try to discern the level of impact from each of these 
differences while keeping in mind the impact of the 
majority culture and its sociodevelopmental processes" (p. 
27). Lack of cultural awareness typically results in 
conflicts and frustration.
Thousands of years of Indian histories and cultures 
have little in common with Anglo culture. Native American 
people come from tribes with socialized norms and values 
that differ from the American way of life. The embattled 
history of the Native American with the U.S. government is 
one of conflict and oppression. Mistrust and limited 
disclosure to authorities of the majority culture has 
understandably been a product of mistreatment.
While Native Americans live in families which reflect 
a historical background and heritage that is different from 
White and other families in the U.S., the acculturation 
process of today's Native American child is a majority
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socializing process. In eastern United States, many tribes 
are incorporating a low blood quantum level or no quantum 
requirement at all to be included on tribal rolls. This 
indicates that intermarriage with the majority culture is 
contributing to differences. Sage (1991) suggested that 
"intergenerational difference must be taken into 
consideration to understand experiential information and 
the social cultural developmental process in context"
(p. 26). Also, many Native Americans from the East have 
never lived on a reservation. The extreme socializing 
nature of school and education is another major 
contributing factor. In effect, Native American children's 
experience of their original culture may be coming closer 
to that of the Caucasian.
In summary, drawing is a natural manner of expression 
for a child, and projective drawings reveal the very 
private inner world of a child. Cultural and socialization 
processes, issues impacting on today's Native American 
children, may be revealed in their KFDs.
Importance of the Studv
May (1988) asserts that a well- functioning, secure 
family is of major importance to the adequate social and 
mental development of young Native Americans of all tribes. 
"Efforts to bolster the adequate functioning of Indian 
families should therefore be a major priority of mental
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health personnel concerned with youths" (p. 266). The KFD 
could prove invaluable in helping to address some of the 
family issues facing Native American youth. The drawings 
of Native American children should be evaluated with 
respect to how they draw their families, rather than 
compared to Caucasian drawings.
The KFD holds the potential to utilize the preference 
of many Native Americans for nonverbal, nondirective means 
of communication. This study will help clinicians get a 
better view of the Native American child and establish a 
beginning data base for their KFDs. This knowledge could 
contribute a unique and valuable glimpse of the child's 
perspective of his/her family and offer more effective 
strategies for children's parents, families, and such 
helping professionals as counselors, therapists, teachers, 
and social workers. A clearer view of Native American 
families would contribute to a better understanding of 
their cultural heritage and special needs.
Definition of Terms 
Certain terms appear frequently in this research and 
are defined as follows:
Caucasian American child: United States-born child
with Caucasian ancestry.
Native American child: "According to the federal 
government's Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA, 19 88) a Native 
American is legally defined as a person who is an enrolled
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or registered member of a tribe or whose blood quantum is 
one-fourth or more, genealogically derived" (Thomason,
1991, p. 321). For this study, a Native American child 
will also be defined as a child currently listed on the 
Tribal Roll of his/her Indian nation.
Different criteria are required by individual Native 
American tribes. For example, enrollment in the Seneca 
Nation of Indians is based on traditional Iroquois 
matrilineal kinship; a person becomes a member of the tribe 
only if his/her mother is an enrolled member. "The New 
York Iroquois, including the Seneca Nation, do not concern 
themselves with 'degree of Indian blood,' as do most other 
Indian groups in the United States. New York Iroquois will 
theoretically follow matrilineal inheritance to its 
ultimate degree" (Abrams, 1976, p. 5). The Potawatomi 
Nation of Indians--Pokagon Band, however, requires no blood 
quantum, but only documented proof of Native American 
ancestry.
Projective techniques: testing tools which, because 
of their unstructured nature, force the individual to 
utilize his/her perceptions to bring structure to the 
material, thus revealing some aspect of his/her 
personality.
Assumptions 
For the purpose of this study, the following 
assumptions were made:
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1. The children ages 6 to 14 years understood the 
instructions for filling out the Semantic Differential and 
drawing the family pictures.
2. Valid and reliable demographic information was 
obtained.
Limitation of the Study 
Limitations of the study include the realization that 
a child's response to the Semantic Differential may not 
necessarily be representative of how she/he perceives 
himself/herself, family, or individual members because 
issues of protectiveness and social desirability may 
distort self-report data.
Delimitation of the Study 
Due to the differences between Indian tribes, the 
population of this study was limited to Native American 
children ages 6 to 14 years who are presently enrolled in 
the Potawatomi-Pokagon Band or Iroquois tribes (Seneca, 
Oneida, Onondaga, and Mohawk) living in the eastern United 
States.
Organization of the Study 
Five chapters are contained in this study.
Chapter 1 includes the introduction, statement of the 
problem, purpose of the study, research questions, 
assumptions, theoretical framework, statement of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
13
hypothesis, importance of the study, definition of terms, 
and delimitations of the study.
Chapter 2 reviews the literature on Native American 
cultural characteristics, the Kinetic Family Drawing, and 
the Semantic Differential.
Chapter 3 describes the methodology, including the 
population and sample selection, variables, 
instrumentation, research hypotheses, and statistical 
analysis.
Chapter 4 outlines the findings and interprets the 
results.
Chapter 5 summarizes the study, discusses the 
results, and suggests implications for further research.
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CHAPTER I I
LITERATURE REVIEW
This review of the literature includes a discussion 
of the Native American culture, especially as it relates to 
the family and children. Reliability and validity studies 
of the Kinetic Family Drawing are discussed with special 
emphasis on studies involving children and cross-cultural 
situations. Research using the Semantic Differential also 
is briefly outlined, with particular focus on uses within 
Native American populations.
Traditional Native American Cultural 
Characteristics
According to the 19 8 8 report from the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Native American population is comprised 
of over 505 federally recognized tribes and an additional 
365 state-recognized tribes and bands (Thomason, 1991).
This diversity testifies that no one monolithic Indian 
culture exists, and one must be careful to avoid 
stereotypes and generalizations. An enormous amount of 
cultural difference exists between tribes from various 
regions of the country.
14
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Spang (1971) maintains that "the Indian comes from a 
much different culture--a culture whose totally different 
values, social structure, and life-style conflict with the 
majority culture" (p. 99). Although Native American people 
differ widely throughout the United States, there are a few 
common characteristics (Byrde, 1971; Herring, 1989; Spang, 
1971). The Native American's world view emphasizes the 
harmonious aspects of the world, intuitive functioning, and 
a holistic approach. Harmony and balance with nature are 
characterized by a reverence for life (Byrde, 1971;
Herring, 1989; Pepper, 1985). Byrde (1971) stressed the 
necessity of realizing that the Indians are actively aware 
of themselves as a living part of all of nature.
As Spang (19 71) explained, "the Indian value system 
is sensitive and humanistically oriented" (p. 98). The 
concept of sharing is a major value in family life (Byrde, 
1971; Spang, 1971). Native American cultures also include 
a present-time orientation (Byrde, 1971; Daniels, 1988; 
Pepper, 1985; Spang, 1971; Sue & Sue, 1977b). Unlike 
American society, Native Americans have not been 
enculturated to be regulated by the clock (Little Soldier, 
1985) .
Group-orientation and cooperation are other focal 
values ascribed to the Native American population (Byrde, 
1971; Daniels, 1988; Little Solider, 1985; Mitchum, 19 89; 
Sue & Sue, 1977b). "Peace and politeness are considered
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essential, and confrontation is a violation of cultural 
norms" (Lazarus, 1982, p. 84). Caution should be used in 
making generalizations about Native Americans and 
competition. "Indian people have a heritage of competing 
in games, in war and in the hunt" (Little Soldier, 1985, p. 
190). In the classroom, though, Native American children, 
for a variety of reasons, are not good competitors and do 
not perform well in activities that utilize competition 
(Daniels, 1988; Little Soldier, 1985) .
Communication patterns are also different from the
typical Anglo-American culture. According to Sage (1991)
Communication styles are often in conflict with 
those of the non-Indian culture. Because the 
history of American Indian identity is maintained 
through oral tradition, an individual is likely to 
define words as powerful and value-laden. The 
tendency to use words casually, as in small talk, 
or frivolously, as in anger, might be avoided at 
any cost. (p. 30-31)
There is a traditional Native American preference for
nonverbal communication styles (Mitchum, 1989; Pepper,
1976; Sue & Sue, 1977b). Direct interrogation is avoided
and replaced by more subtle means of information seeking.
Respect is often shown by avoiding direct eye contact
(Little Soldier, 1985; Mitchum, 1989; Pepper, 1985).
Native American values, however, are often accepted 
and glorified without really being understood. Also, 
negative attributes are seldom addressed. "For example, 
the traits of jealousy, vengeance and face saving are very 
prominent in Indian culture and govern a great deal of
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Indian behavior, much to the detriment of Indians as a 
people" (Coburn, overview, Pepper, 1985, p. ix).
Native American Family 
Characteristics
The family is extremely important in the Native 
American culture. Traditionally, Native American families 
feature an extended family orientation, often including 
three or four generations (Little Soldier, 1985; Pepper, 
1976). "Historically (and still today), among Native 
American tribes, there are matrilineal, patrilineal and bi­
lateral types of kinship structures" (Medicine, 19 81, p.
15). Within the extended family pattern, cousins are as 
close as siblings, aunts and uncles often occupy roles as 
close as parents, and relatives who would be considered 
"distant" in the non-Indian world are considered full- 
fledged family members (Ashby, Gilchrist, & Miramontez, 
1987; Pepper, 1976). Hlders are greatly respected and 
reverenced. They play an important part in family life, 
providing nurturance and security in infancy and early 
childhood as part of their traditional role (Berlin, 1987). 
Elders are also responsible for passing on the mores and 
traditions to the young (Pepper, 1976).
The child is considered an important part of the 
family group. The extended family provides a psychological 
support system throughout the child's life. Native 
American child-rearing practices traditionally differed
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from a traditional European authoritarian method. Extended 
family members and nonnuclear kinship systems often shared 
child-rearing responsibilities (Ashby et a l ., 1987). 
Historically, the child was never subjected to physical 
punishment; this would be a way of forcing one's will on 
another person and was never done. His greatest punishment 
was his own inner humiliation from mistakes made in not 
following advice, as well as being ignored or shunned.
Contemporary Native American 
Family Characteristics
Generalizing about the Native American family in 
today's society is an even more difficult task. Many 
Native Americans today have never lived on a reservation, 
live in urban settings, and have life styles that are 
similar to their neighbors' (Thomason, 1991). In addition, 
some tribes have set a lower blood quantum so that more 
people could profit from tribal benefits. These factors 
contribute to an even wider diversity of Native American 
family characteristics.
Sage (1991) described several important 
considerations in understanding the Native American of 
today: differences between urban and rural- reservation 
American Indians, intergenerational differences, and 
regional differences among the different Native American 
tribes. "It is difficult to try to discern the level of 
impact from each of these differences while keeping in mind
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the impact of the majority culture and its 
sociodevelopmental processes" (p.2 1 ) .
Today's Native American family cannot be described 
as strictly traditional, nor is it correct to give these 
families Anglo-American values in an Indian setting. "The 
family life of Indians in contemporary society is difficult 
to summarize in a manner that may be agreeable to all 
Indians" (Medicine, 1981, p. 14). A long history of 
subjugation, degradation, and attempted annihilation has 
also made a difference to the Native American mind-set. In 
early American history, education for the Native American 
meant being removed from the family to boarding schools and 
being "Americanized." The circumstances of racism and 
oppression must be examined as forces that impinge on the 
Indian family today (Medicine, 1981).
The issue of assimilation-acculturation to the 
dominant society is a crucial factor in understanding any 
minority group. Thomason (1991) argued that "a major 
variable is the degree of traditionalism of an individual 
versus the degree of acculturation to mainstream U.S. 
society" (p. 321). Similarly, Habenicht (1990) asserted 
that children from different cultural groups (first, and 
possibly second generations, after moving to the U.S.) do 
not experience culture in the same way as their parents, 
but are instead a combination of all the cultural 
influences to which the child has been exposed.
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The acculturation of the Native American 
realistically should be looked upon as a continuum 
ranging from 'traditional orientation' to 
'assimilated, ' with a span in the middle subsuming 
individuals who are 'acculturated.' At either end 
of the continuum there are persons who tend to be 
’monocultural'. (Little Soldier, 1985; p. 186)
Many Native Americans, especially children, are 
confronted with the stresses of functioning effectively in 
both the Indian and White sociocultural systems (Daniels, 
1988; Herring, 1989; May, 1988; Pepper, 1985). "The 
process of individualization is complicated even further 
when socialization in a minority culture does not fit with 
the requirements of the majority culture" (Price-William, 
1987, p. 357). Psychological stress is experienced when 
coping resources are inadequate to manage the demands of 
integrating with non-Native American life (Daniels, 1988; 
LaFromboise & Bigfoot, 1988).
"Problems of adjustment in school with an alien 
cultural emphasis, racial prejudice, lack of established 
and satisfying paths for achievement, and lack of Indian 
role models are problems that create high levels of stress 
on Indian youths" (May, 1988, p. 2 66). Lazarus (19 82) 
wrote:
The values of these youngsters will be related to 
the degree of their acculturation to the mainstream 
Anglo-American society; as Indian children become 
more accultured they tend to incorporate Anglo- 
American values. This value assimilation may have 
a detrimental effect on the Native American child's 
self-concept, (p. 85)
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In recent years, childrearing practices have been changing
with the acculturation into the Anglo-American society. As
Native American cultures change, the impact on child
development is noticeable and raises major concerns
(Berlin, 1987}.
The impact of Anglo society, however, . . . with 
its attempt to destroy Native American cultures, 
has engendered profound loss of adult native 
American role identity to alcoholism, drug abuse, 
and depression, leading to an inability to nurture 
infants and small children and also to increased 
child abuse. The resulting depressed adolescents 
use alcohol, drugs, and inhalants to escape what 
they perceive to be a hopeless world. (Berlin,
1987, p. 299)
Dysfunctional Native American families are often the 
result of the stresses that are felt in the conflict 
between the two societal values, as Medicine (1981) 
explained:
Generations of imperfect parental role models 
result from Boarding School education--both federal 
and parochial. Rising alcoholism and drug use 
among Indians, the devaluation of kinship ties and 
responsibilities, the upsurge of reactions to 
genocide, lack of birth control knowledge and 
utilization, changing sexual mores and tribal 
values and socialization beliefs among various 
groups are all factors to consider when speaking of 
Indian families, (p. 20)
Summary
The great diversity of societal systems within the 
Native American culture makes it difficult to generalize to 
specific Indian tribes. In traditional Native American 
culture, harmony and balance with nature were characterized 
by a reverence for life. Communication patterns were also
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different from the typical Anglo-American culture, with 
preference for nonverbal communication styles. However, 
issues of acculturation for each individual in a tribe, 
regional tribal differences, and intergenerational factors 
complicate the ability to produce a generalizable picture 
of today's Native American family.
Kinetic Family Drawings
In 1970, B u m s  and Kaufman developed the Kinetic 
Family Drawing (KFD), a projective technique based on how 
children draw their families. This tool purports to assess 
children's self-concept and perception of the interpersonal 
relationships within the family (Mostkoff & Lazarus, 1983). 
"Since its presentation as a projective strategy, the KFD 
has achieved moderately widespread use by school and 
clinical psychologists in evaluating children's perceptions 
of themselves, their families, and the dynamics of their 
family interactions" (Reynolds, 1978, p. 489).
Much of the popularity of the KFD is due to its 
nonverbal characteristics and its relative quickness and 
ease of administration (Cook, 1990; Mostkoff & Lazarus, 
1983). Also, helping professionals are acknowledging the 
importance of the child's role in the family in recognizing 
the etiology and treatment of childhood emotional 
disturbances (Reynolds, 1978). Vukovich (1983) reported 
that when the KFD is used by school psychologists, 47.1% of 
the time it is to measure emotionality, independent
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functioning, family relations, and task approach. Another 
41% of the time, the KFD is used to assess self-concept and 
personality. "When employed respectfully, thoughtfully and 
ethically Kinetic Family Drawings can be an effective way 
to shorten and refine the process of information gathering 
because they quickly and easily reveal information which 
might otherwise take much longer to emerge" (Cook, 19 90, 
p. 84) .
Objective Scoring Techniques 
and Reliability
B u m s  (19 82), the developer of the KFD, utilized a 
scoring procedure using approximately 80 variables. Since 
then, several other objective scoring procedures have been 
used by various researchers (McPhee & Wegner, 19 76;
Mostkoff Sc Lazarus, 1983; Myers, 1978; O'Brien & Patton, 
1974). High interscorer reliabilities were achieved for 
each system (Cummings, 1980; Conant, 1988; Jordan, 1985; 
Mostkoff Sc Lazarus, 19 83) . Gardano (19 88) conducted an 
empirical evaluation of children's KFDs using a revised 
version of the Kinetic Family Drawing Scoring Method. Her 
revision incorporated family hierarchy (measured by sizes), 
identification of subsystems within the family (measured by 
organization of figures on the pages), and types of 
boundaries within the family system (measured by distance 
between figures). She also found high inter-rater 
reliability on 8 of the 20 KFDSM scoring criteria used.
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Cummings (1980) assessed the test-retest stability 
for three KFD scoring systems: McPhee and Wegner, Myers,
and O'Brien and Patton. Sven with high interscorer 
reliabilities, approximately half of the variables failed 
to achieve test-retest stability. He hypothesized that the 
differences may be attributed to transitory state rather 
than trait qualities, not necessarily to the instability of 
the instrument. Mostkoff and Lazarus (1983) reached 
similar conclusions. Similarly, Tharinger and Stark (1990) 
in their review of these four systems found satisfactory 
interrater reliablities, but did not deem them successful 
at consistently making a differentiation between drawings 
of children with and without emotional problems.
Mostkoff and Lazarus (1983) suggested that only 9 of 
the 20 variables evaluated may provide useful information 
concerning the dynamics of the child's family: self in 
picture, omission of body parts of other figures, arm 
extension, rotated figures, elevated figures, evasion, 
omissions of body parts of self, barriers, and drawings on 
back of page.
Tharinger and Stark (1990) conducted a study of 
children's KFDs scored according to two different systems. 
The first scoring system was quantitative, based on 
Reynold's KFD System, consisting of 3 7 individual 
indicators. Each KFD was also scored using a qualitative, 
integrative scoring system based on a scale of 1 to 5 that
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measures psychopathology. This new system was based on 
four characteristics of psychological functioning of the 
family and included: (1) inaccessibility of family members
to each other; (2) degree of engagement of family members; 
(3) inappropriate underlying family structure; and (4) 
inhumanness of the family figures. Statistical analysis 
revealed that the Reynolds system was significantly 
correlated with the KFD integrative system. However, the 
integrative system was more closely correlated with an 
objective measure (Self-Report Measure of Family 
Functioning for Children). Tharinger and Stark's 
conclusions suggest that the Integrative KFD scoring system 
measures something different from the sum of the individual 
variables of the quantitative system. "These findings 
suggest that an essential essence of holistic health or 
pathology has been missed by the emphasis being placed on 
isolated signs" (Tharinger & Stark, 1990, p. 373).
Validity Studies
Numerous validity studies have been conducted since 
the inception of the KFD. The validity issue is more 
complicated and results are sometimes contradictory and 
unclear. Sims (1974) conducted a study that compared KFD 
scores of emotionally disturbed children to responses 
obtained from the Family Relations Indicator. Because 
drawings and responses were significantly related for the 
father and mother figures (not for siblings), he suggested
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chat Che KFD is a valid technique for investigating 
disturbed parental relations.
McPhee and Wegner (1976) specifically studied the KFD 
styles: compartmentalization, lining on the bottom, 
underlining individual figures, lining at the top, edging, 
folding compartmentalization, and encapsulation. From a 
normal and emotionally disturbed sample of children, the 
results indicated that emotionally disturbed children did 
not draw their families with more style indicators. In 
fact, lining on the bottom occurred significantly more 
often in the normal sample. Possible explanations were 
that normal children spent more time drawing their 
families.
Interestingly, Myers (1978) was able to show a 
significant difference between the KFDs of young 
emotionally disturbed and young emotionally well-adjusted 
children. Using Burns' and Kaufman's (1970, 1972) clinical 
hypotheses, he developed a method of scoring 21 variables 
of the KFD. Myers' results "generally support the 
feasibility of employing a quantitative scoring procedure 
with the KFD to differentiate emotionally well adjusted 
from emotionally disturbed boys" (Myers, 1978, p. 3 62).
Not all attempts to validate the KFD for use in a 
clinical situation have been successful. McGregor (19 78) 
conducted a study using three groups of children: well- 
adjusted, conduct-problem, and personality-problem
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children. Three types of variables were scored: figure 
omissions, interfigure distance, and barriers between 
figures. McGregor concluded that the KFD could not be used 
as a screening instrument of children with mental health 
problems.
Monahan (1985) studied KFDs of normal children that 
had been subjected to various situational influences and 
grouped according to a personality trait. Because of the 
differences in the scores between the groups and among the 
different situational conditions, he questioned the 
validity of the scoring categories of Actions, Style, and 
Characteristics.
Conant (19 88) found some construct validity in her 
study; however, it was not as successful as the 
reliability. "It is clear that these drawings do give 
messages about the drawer's feelings about himself and his 
family which can be reliably interpreted" (p. 99). Her 
conclusions from the results suggested that the making of 
interpretations from the KFD is a complex process that 
still is not clear.
At an outpatient mental health clinic, KFDs drawn by 
both mother and child were scored on three variables, and 
compared to the Family Environment Scale of Social Climate. 
(Barkdull, 1989). The three variables used were: (1)
proximity of self figure to mother figure; (2) height 
comparison between self figure and mother figure; and (3)
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movement between the self figure and the mother figure. 
Although the KFD was unable to produce consistent results 
and supported projective testing literature in the 
cautionary use of projective drawings as a diagnostic tool, 
she found the "KFD exercise to be a good one in putting 
children and parents on an equal footing, and in providing 
valuable insights when coupled with psychotherapeutic 
measures" (p. 94).
Another validity study was conducted by Acosta (1989) 
who used Parent and Teacher Child Behavior Checklists, 
Flannel Figures Test, and the Children's Version of the 
Family Environment Scale as predictor variables for the 
criterion, the Kinetic Family Drawing. Only five variables 
were scored on each KFD: Number of KFD Body Parts, Number
of KFD arm extensions, Number of KFD Barriers, Self-Mother 
Distance, and Self-Father Distance. Although developmental 
differences were supported, there was no evidence of a 
relationship between these KFD variables and psychological 
processes measured by the predictor variables. However, a 
limiting factor in this investigation was the lack of a 
sample selected for problem behavior.
Recently, Tharinger and Stark (1990) used the Kinetic 
Family Drawing, along with other instruments in studying a 
clinical group of children identified as depressed by the 
Children's Depression Inventory and the Revised Children's 
Manifest Anxiety Scale. 3ased on the rationale that
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self-reported measures should be compared with similar
measures, they utilized the KFD and Human Figure Drawings
in conjunction with the Self Report Measure of Family
Functioning for Children. Tharinger and Stark's
conclusions supported previous research by demonstrating
the inability of individual emotional indicators of the KFD
to differentiate children who have received diagnosis of
internalizing psychological disorders from a control group.
However, the KFD integrative system (discussed earlier)
significantly differentiated children with mood disorders
from control children.
The significant relationships found between degree 
of healthy family psychological functioning on the 
KFDs as assessed by the Integrative KFD System and 
self-report family functioning in the dimensions of 
Relationships and Family Systems Maintenance lend 
some support to the validity of KFDs as a depiction 
of the child's perception of his or her family.
(p.373)
Clinical and Research Use of 
the KFD With Children
Several research studies of incest and sexually 
abused females have used the KFD (Chase, 1987; German,
1986; Hackbarth, 1988; Jordan, 1985). Hackbarth (1988) 
found the Like-to-live-in-family variable of children's 
KFDs as particularly sensitive to discriminating between 
sexually abused and unidentified groups of children.
Chase's study (1987) of sexually abused girls revealed a 
significant use of figure encapsulation. Because of its 
nonverbal nature, Schornstein and Derr (1978) maintained
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that the KFD enables clients to be more at ease than 
perhaps they would be in a more directive approach. Jordan 
(19 85) found that when using a "gestalt" approach of 
viewing the drawings, the clinicians were able to 
distinguish at a significant level between the abused group 
and normal group.
Educators have also utilized the KFD in educational 
research both as a clinical instrument and research tool. 
Raskin and Bloom (1979) found that the KFDs of younger, 
learning-disabled (LD) children did not differ 
significantly from those of older LD children. They felt 
that the "Kinetic Family Drawing technique can help the 
clinician anticipate the nature of the emotional problems 
found in this population, and begin to help the child and 
family understand and deal with these before they become 
too great" (Raskin & Bloom, 1979, p. 248).
A study by Stawar and Stawar (19 87) compared KFDs of 
a normal group of boys and a group of boys referred for 
learning problems, anxiety, phobic reactions, and attention 
deficit. The normal boys drew more figure underlining and 
compartmentalization. The referred group's drawings 
exhibited more edging and encapsulations.
Seligman, Weinstock, and Owings (1988) used the KFD 
instrument when they sought to discover to what extent 
young children's perceptions of themselves and their 
families related to the child's career development. In
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their research, KFD variables provided an objective and 
quantifiable measure for correlation with other aspects of 
the child's career development.
Research with handicapped children has also utilized 
the KFD for insight into the children's perceptions of 
their families. Sayed and Leaverton (1974) studied KFDs of 
diabetic children, showing a significant increase of 
isolation and compartmentalization compared with a control 
population. Deaf children, grouped by communication 
styles, showed statistically significant differences on KFD 
variables (Barsky, 1987). Gardano (1988), when evaluating 
family drawings of children from alcoholic families, found 
KFD variables that proved valid in differentiating between 
KFDs of a control group. The KFD was used in a research 
study by C o mman (19 88) to help assess the impact of 
childhood cancer on the family.
In a dissertation study done by McCallister (1983), 
the usefulness of the KFD in the assessment of aggression 
among juvenile offenders was explored. "The pattern results 
indicated that the KFD may be more useful when used in a 
global fashion to assess family history of aggression among 
whites, while relationship between individual signs and 
measures of individual aggression were stronger among 
blacks" (p. v ) . Using race as a predictor variable, she 
concluded that knowledge of race is important to 
appropriate interpretation of the KFD.
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Cross-cultural Studies
Burns (19 82) reported that cross-cultural studies 
have been made in Argentina, 3razil, Canada, Great Britain, 
Germany, Holland, Italy, and Japan. Ledesma (1979) studied 
KFDs of well-adjusted adolescents in the Philippines. She 
reported that the KFD was able to reflect the disparate 
life styles between the upper and lower income groups in 
the Philippines. Bilingual Hispanic children were 
administered the KFD and other projective techniques to 
explore self-concept and parental interaction (Vazquez,
19 81). The KFD was used along with the Thematic 
Apperception Test to study attitudes of "Machismo" in 
Mexican teenage boys (Urrabazo, 1985). Cabacungan (1985) 
conducted a cross-cultural comparison between the KFDs of 
Filipino and Japanese children.
In a cross-cultural validation study of the KFDs of 
Chinese children from Taiwan, Cho (1987) concluded that the 
KFD technique is useful with Chinese school children in 
Taiwan if the Chinese culture is considered when making 
interpretations. She inferred that children from different 
cultures draw their families differently. Similarly, Shaw 
(1989) reached a comparable conclusion when she made a 
developmental study on a nonclinic, Black-child population 
in the midwestern region of the U.S. using the KFD. Using 
similar validation procedures as Cho (1987), her results
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indicated that cultural differences are apparent in Black 
children's drawings.
Summary
Reynolds (1978) maintained that the best use of the 
KFD is a gestalt approach, interpreted in view of the 
family background, age, sex, intellectual level, and 
current behavioral status of the child at home and at 
school, and with other projective measures. More recently, 
Handler (1990) stated that "what is needed is a group of 
studies where many variables are analyzed simultaneously, 
in concert with each other, in an approach which matches 
the approach taken by a talented clinical interpreter"
(p. 13).
Research has demonstrated high reliability and 
interscorer reliability for the KFD. There is a need for 
more validity studies to determine the full potential of 
the KFD as a diagnostic tool. Tharinger and Stark (1990) 
concluded that "Qualitative, integrative, and holistic 
evaluations of projective drawings can be useful adjuncts 
in assessing the severity of children's internalizing 
disorders and may prove useful in charting progress in 
treatment" (p. 373). 3ecause of its nonverbal 
characteristics, various cross-cultural, ethnic, and 
clinical studies are showing the usefulness of the KFD in 
assessing children's perceptions of their self-concept and 
interpersonal family relationships.
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Semantic Differential
The Semantic Differential (SD) technique was 
developed by Osgood in 1957. The Semantic Differential 
instrument is made up of a list of bipolar adjectives, such 
as hot-cold, which are rated on Likert-type scales 
consisting of usually 7 or 5 choice-points. The "semantic 
space" is a space of meaning which can be defined by three 
dimensions: evaluation, activity, and potency. "Because a 
concept can be defined as any word, phrase or paragraph 
that may elicit a range of feelings, the SD may be used in 
a wide variety of research applications" (Emmerson & Neely, 
1988, p. 266).
There are no standard concepts and no standard 
scales; the concepts and scales used in a particular study 
depend upon the purposes of the research (Osgood, Suci, 4 
Tannenbaum, 1957). A concept can be defined as any word or 
phrase that gives a range of feelings, and thus the SD may 
be used in a variety of research designs. By utilizing the 
techniques of the SD, quantitative scores may be obtained, 
thus allowing for statistical comparison with other SD 
concepts or scores on other measures (Emmerson & Neely, 
1988) .
Reliability and Validity Issues 
of the Semantic Differential
From a number of factor analyses of Semantic 
Differential data, Osgood et a l . (1957) grouped the scales
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in three main dimensions: evaluation, activity, and
potency. These scales are intended to cover the three
major dimensions of meaning. Research, however, has
particularly supported the stability and consistency of the
evaluative dimension, accounting for the largest percentage
of the variance. This scale is considered the attitudinal
measure of the concept (Emmerson & Neely, 1988; Piotrowski,
1983). Sherry and Piotrowski (1986) stated:
It appears incumbent upon researchers to scrutinize 
selection of scales in the development of a 
semantic differential instrument and, more 
importantly, to subject the obtained data to factor 
analytic procedures so as to verify the validity of 
the dimensionality of the techniques in any given 
study, (p. 267)
Piotrowski (1983) tested and retested three concepts 
with fifth-grade students using the S D . Low but 
significant correlations were found for each scale. "These 
results seemed to indicate that the semantic differential 
scales can be utilized as a reliable measure of self- 
concept" (p. 25) .
Many studies have validated the use of the semantic 
differential (Osgood et al., 1957; Piotrowski, 1983).
Burke and Tully (1977) attempted to measure construct 
validity using the concepts of gender role/identity for a 
sample of sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade children. The 
result of their work showed the measure's construct 
validity to be very good.
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Semantic Differencial Uses 
With Children
The Semantic Differential has been used with children 
to assess many different concepts. Six- to 16-year-old 
children from divorced and intact homes were administered a 
SD to determine cognitive and behavior changes resulting 
from the divorce and environmental changes (Stolberg & 
Anker, 1983) . Similarly, Enos (1988) utilized the SD with 
children from ages 8 through 11 in divorced families to 
offer data regarding their perception of their noncustodial 
father. Dengerink and Porter (1984) investigated attitudes 
of fifth and sixth graders toward peers that wore hearing 
aids, using a 15 bipolar adjective scale SD. Piotrowski 
(19 85) employed the technique to assess psychological 
factors in behavior and perceptions of children that have 
experienced disasters, such as a hurricane.
However, most studies have utilized the SD in
studying children's self-esteem and self-concept. Monge 
(1973) used the SD instrument to examine continuity of 
self-concept in New York public school adolescents from 
grades 6-12. Thompson (1974) conducted another study of 
first-year high school students, grouped as well-adjusted, 
maladjusted, and deviant. Interestingly, when tested 3 
years later, the self-concept of these secondary students 
did not vary greatly when assessing themselves. Shindi 
(1988) evaluated changes in the self-concept of maladjusted
children 12 to 16 years old by using a SD along with a
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personality questionnaire. In a study conducted by Cramer- 
Azima, LaRoche, Engelsmann, and Azima-Heller (1989), 
improvement in the self-esteem of emotionally disturbed 
children (aged 6 to 13 years) who were involved with a 
treatment strategy was assessed by a battery of instruments 
that included the SD.
Cross-Cultural Implications
Two cross-cultural studies have recently been done 
using the SD to validate the Kinetic Family Drawing as a 
measure of self-concept with school-aged children. Cho 
(19 87) administered a 5-point scale instrument to measure 
concepts such as "Me," "My Father and Me," "My Mother and 
Me," and "My Whole Family" with Chinese children in Taiwan. 
In a similar study, Shaw (19 89) conducted a correlational 
study using the SD and KFD with non-clinic Black children 
from the Midwest. The Semantic Differential was considered 
the criterion measure in these two studies.
Khalid (1988) conducted another cross-cultural study 
with children using the Semantic Differential. She studied 
the consequences of minority status on the self-esteem of 
Pakistani children living in Scotland compared to 
indigenous children. The SD and the Piers-Harris 
Children's Self Concept Scales indicated that the minority 
status of the Pakistani community in Scotland did not have 
negative effects on the self-esteem of 10- to li-year-old 
children.
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Several researchers of Native American populations 
have utilized the Semantic Differential. Hopi, Zuni, and 
Navaho subjects were administered a SD scale for common 
"Indian" concepts such as corn, rain, coyote, etc. (Maclay 
& Ware, 19 61) . Of the 21 comparisons, 17 showed 
significant differences from which the authors concluded 
that the instrument was able to discriminate among 
cultures. Bothwell (1988) used a 7-point scale SD for 
exploring dental health feelings in Native American 
communities.
Miccosukee and Seminole children were given a 
Semantic Differential along with other measures to assess 
global self-concept, self-acceptance, and perceived 
parental and peer evaluation (Lefley, 1973). The focus of 
Lefley's study was to determine the effects of a Native 
American culture program and familial correlates of self- 
concept among Miccosukee and Seminole children. Riner 
(19 77) also used a SD to measure Native American children's 
attitudes towards themselves, White, and Indian cultures.
In another study, Beuke (1978) utilized a SD to explore the 
relationship of cultural identification to personal 
adjustment of Native American children in northeast 
Arizona.
Summary
In summary, the Semantic Differential technique is a 
valid and adaptable technique for reliably measuring
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self-concept for grade school children, adolescents, and 
children of different ethnic backgrounds, including Native 
Americans. "The task required by this technique [SD] is a 
straightforward one that can be easily understood and 
accomplished by most subjects regardless of wide variations 
in their age, intelligence, and degree of acculturation" 
(Maclay & Ware, 1961, p. 189).
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CHAPTER I I I
METHODOLOGY
Type of Research 
This was a correlational study in which scores from 
the Kinetic Family Drawing were compared to the scores of 
the Semantic Differential Rating Scale with the purpose of 
beginning to validate the KFD as an instrument for use with 
Native American children. In addition, this study compared 
Kinetic Family Drawings from Native American children with 
Caucasian children's KFDs and made comparisons of various 
subgroups of NA children. Finally, this study was also 
descriptive, providing data on how Native American children 
draw their families.
Description of the Population 
and Sample Selection
The subjects for this study were children from ages 6
through 14 years who were enrolled on Native American
tribal rolls. All the children in the Native American
sample belonged to either the Potawatomi Nation of
Indians--Pokagon Band from southwestern Michigan, or one of
the New York Iroquois nations (Seneca, Oneida, Onondaga, or
Mohawk). Potawatomi children were identified by computer
40
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selection from the tribal roll that matched the age 
limitation and lived in the southwest Michigan area.
The Caucasian sample was randomly selected (using an 
APL random number generator) from a collection of 541 
Kinetic Family Drawings of children in southern Michigan 
(Rodgers, 1992). Because the sample was stratified by sex 
and age, additional drawings were collected as necessary to 
meet those criteria. For further description of the 
Caucasian sample and collection procedures, please refer to 
Appendix B.
Variables
Forty-five Kinetic Family Drawing variables were 
selected by the researcher in view of earlier research 
(Bums, 1982; Cho, 1987; Cook, 1990;), and face validity 
for descriptive data of the given population. The KFD 
variables were considered the independent variables and 
were compared by step-wise multiple regression to scores on 
the Semantic Differential Scales, the dependent measure. 
However, in the analysis of variance and t-tests, the KFD 
variables were the dependent measure.
The Kinetic Family Drawing variables related to 
action, physical characteristics, and position/distance/ 
barriers, and styles. Additional variables such as: Like- 
to-Live-in-Family, Indian symbols, Self in Outdoors, and 
Animals were included for descriptive purposes. A total of 
45 KFD variables were used. The symbol marking a
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variable denotes scoring in a negative direction, 
variables were defined as follows:
Variables Regarding Action
Activity Level of Self 
Activity Level of Mother 
Activity Level of Father 
▼Communication Level of Self 
▼Communication Level of Mother 
▼Communication Level of Father 
▼Cooperation Level of Self 
▼Cooperation Level of Mother 
▼Cooperation Level of Father 
▼Figure Nurturing of Self 
▼Figure Nurturing of Mother 
▼Figure Nurturing of Father





Arm Extension Self 
Arm Extension Mother 
Arm Extension Father 
▼Relative Size of Figures 
Father Missing
Number of Persons in Picture
Variables Regarding Position.
Distance, and Barrier
Figure Ascendance Self 
Figure Ascendance Mother 
Figure Ascendance Father 
▼Orientation Between Father and Mother 
▼Orientation Between Father and Self 
▼Orientation Between Mother and Father 
▼Orientation Between Self and Mother 
▼Orientation Between Self and Father 
Barriers Between Self and Mother 
3arriers Between Self and Father 
Barriers Between Mother and Father
The
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Variables Regarding Styles 
Edging
Lining at Bottom 









Self Drawn Outdoors 
Animals in Picture
The Kinetic Family Drawing variables were also 
grouped according to self, mother, and father variables in 
the multiple regression analysis with the Semantic 
Differential Scales. The following list depicts the 
alternate groupings used in the comparative analysis:
Self Variables
▼Activity Level of Self 
Figure Ascendance of Self 
▼Communication Level of Self 
▼Cooperation Level of Self 
▼Figure Nurturing of Self 
Teeth Self 
Arm Extension Self 
▼Orientation Between Father and Self 
▼Orientation Between Mother and Self 
▼Orientation Between Self and Mother 
▼Orientation Between Self and Father 
3arriers Between Self and Mother 
Barriers Between Self and Father 
Self Drawn Outdoors
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
44
Mother Variables
▼Activity Level of Mother 
Figure Ascendance of Mother 
▼Communication Level of Mother 
▼Cooperation Level of Mother 
▼Figure Nurturing of Mother 
Teeth Mother 
Arm Extension Mother 
▼Orientation Between Mother and Father 
▼Orientation Between Mother and Self 
Barriers Between Self and Mother 
Barriers Between Mother and Father
Father Variables
▼Activity Level of Father 
Figure Ascendance of Father 
▼Communication Level of Father 
▼Cooperation Level of Father 
▼Figure Nurturing of Father 
Teeth Father 
Arm Extension Father 
▼Orientation Between Father and Mother 
▼Orientation Between Father and Self 
Barriers Between Self and Father 
Barriers Between Mother and Father
Several demographic variables were also used as
independent variables to test relevant hypotheses. These
variables included: sex, age, birth order, proportion of
Native American ancestry, and frequency of exposure to
Native American cultural events.
The scores from the Semantic Differential Scales
provided the dependent variables. The four semantic
differential scales used were: "My Whole Family,"
"Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and Me."
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Instrumentation
The Kinetic Family Drawing 
D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t
The instrument to be validated was the Kinetic Family- 
Drawing. A complete description of this instrument is 
given in chapter 2.
The administration of the KFD included seating the
child comfortably at a table and providing the child with
plain white paper and a pencil. The following instructions
were given:
Draw a picture of everyone in your family, 
including you, DOING something. Try to draw whole 
people, not cartoons or stick people. Remember, 
make everyone DOING something. (Bums, 1982)
S c o r i n g
A close inspection of the various scoring methods 
used in recent research determined that wide diversity 
exists in ways to score the KFD (Gardano, 19 88;
McGregor, 1978; McPhee 4 Wegner, 1976; Mostkoff 4 
Lazarus, 1983; Myers, 1978; O'Brien 4 Patton, 1974; 
Tharinger 4 Stark, 1990). Because the instrument is 
relatively new, there is not a consistent scoring 
method in widespread use. This study used many of 
Bums' original variables in order to obtain 
descriptive data on the way the picture is actually 
drawn. However, many researchers have maintained that 
the interpretative value for the KFD is in the
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"gestalt" of the picture (Conant, 1988; Reynolds,
1978). Thus, a more subjective variable, Like-to-Live- 
in- Family, was also scored. A few additional 
variables, meaningful for this study alone, were 
included.
Variables regarding action of figures (Activity 
Level, Communication Level, Cooperation Level, and 
Nurturing) were scored similarly to Burns' (1982) 
criteria. Activity levels included lying, sitting, 
standing, walking, and running. Activities that were 
not on this list were matched according to level of 
energy expended. For example, playing basketball was 
scored as running, mowing the lawn was scored as 
walking. The pictures were scored according to the 
child's description of the action, rather than the 
child's ability to actually portray the figure in 
motion.
In the group of figure characteristic variables, 
Teeth Present, Father Missing, and Arm Extensions were 
scored by Burns' criteria. However, the Relative Size 
variable was scored according to accuracy of the size 
of the figure in relation to the other figures in the 
picture. Number of Persons in the Picture variable 
represented all persons drawn in the picture, whether 
they were family members or not.
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Variables regarding position, distance, and 
barrier were variables taken from Burns' study also. 
Figure ascendence variable had four levels: head in
middle 1/2 of the picture, head in top 1/4, head in 
bottom 1/4, or head in top or bottom 1/8. If the head 
of the child spanned different levels, the variable was 
scored by the position of the eyes. Barriers Between 
Self, Mother, and Father were rated on the following 
five levels: no significant barrier, two or less
persons between figures, more than two persons between 
figures, barriers that hinder physical contact, and 
barriers that inhibit visual contact.
Burns' eight style variables were included for 
descriptive value. Although B u m s  suggests scoring 
this variable on a continuum based on the "suggestion" 
of the style, his works gave only examples of absence 
of the style and examples of pictures meeting the 
criteria. Consequently, for this study, the eight 
style variables were scored on two levels: absence of 
the style and presence of the style.
Three original variables of the researcher were 
scored on the KFD's. These included Indian Symbols, 
Self Drawn Outdoors, and Animals in Picture. These 
variables were included to see if the Native American 
children drew more Indian symbols or nature variables 
in their pictures. Indian symbols included feathers,
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traditional - type Native American dwellings, or Native 
American crafts such as baskets or beading.
The Like-to-Live-in-Family variable was scored on 
five levels: definitely, probably, uncertain, probably
not, and definitely not. Because of the subjectivity 
of this variable, each picture was scored by two 
different raters. Both a Native American and a 
Caucasian professional scored this variable for all of 
the pictures, but only the scores produced by the 
Native American were used in the analysis. Other than 
the Like-to-Live-in-Family variable, all scoring of the 
KFDs was done by the researcher.
Semantic Differential Family 
Rating Scale
The scores for the variables from the Kinetic 
Family Drawing were compared to the Semantic 
Differential Family Rating Scales in an attempt to 
validate the KFD. The Semantic Differential Scale was 
selected because it has been shown to be a reliable and 
valid technique for measuring self-concept, family 
relationships, and attitude changes, as discussed in 
chapter 2.
D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  instrument
The Semantic Differential consists of a concept 
which is rated by pairs of bipolar adjectives at 
opposite ends of a Likert scale. Osgood et a l . (1957)
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have suggested that a 5-point scale seems to work more 
effectively with grade-school children. Thus a 5-point 
scale was used for this study.
The instrument consisted of four concepts, "My 
Whole Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My 
Father and Me," with each concept on a separate sheet. 
These concepts were rated with 11 bipolar scales that 
were randomly mixed to have an equal number of negative 
or positive adjectives on the left-hand and right-hand 
side.
Circles of proportionate sizes (larger circles 
were placed near the extremes) were drawn between the 
adjectives for the child to mark. Directions were as 
follows:
We want to know how you feel about various people 
or things. In each box, you will find a word or 
phrase at the top. Underneath that title you will 
find pairs of opposite words like good/bad. Mark 
the circle that best tells what the word or phrase 
at the top means to you.
SCHOOL
Good O O o O O Bad
For example: suppose you have the word, SCHOOL, at
the top. 3eneath it are the opposite words of GOOD 
AND BAD. If you think SCHOOL is very good, mark 
the large circle on the left. Or, if you think 
SCHOOL is usually good (but not very good), mark 
the middle-sized circle. If you think SCHOOL is 
neither good or bad, then mark in the small circle. 
If you think SCHOOL is usually bad, or very bad, 
then mark the proper circle near the bad side. Do
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it as fast as you can without hurrying. Mark only 
one circle.
D e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  I n s t r u m e n t
The bipolar adjectives for the Semantic Differential 
were chosen from earlier research projects that utilized 
the SD with children of the same-age group and children of 
other Native American tribes (Beuke, 1978; Cho, 1987; 
Lefley, 1973; Shaw, 1989).
A Semantic Differential of 16 words was administered 
to approximately 20 same-age children. Initial analysis of 
inter-item and item-total correlations was conducted to 
assess validity and appropriateness. Five word pairs that 
did not have a correlation coefficient with the total scale 
significant at .05 were deleted from the instrument. The 
eliminated pairs were Happy-Sad, Friendly-Unfriendly, Warm- 
Cold, Clean-Dirty, Polite-Impolite.
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Because of limited access to a large number of Native 
American children, a pilot study was not feasible.
However, preliminary statistical analysis was done, using 
the point-multiserial correlations as obtained from the 
item analysis. Any item with a point-multiserial below .3 
would have been eliminated; however, all items achieved 
correlations above that level. The coefficient Alpha for 
the four scales ranged between .72 and .89.
Each concept was placed on a separate paper and 
stapled together in a mixed order so that no scale was 
consistently first, middle, or last.
Demographic Questionnaire
A demographic questionnaire was completed for each 
child in the Native American sample. The child was asked 
her/his age, sex, and grade in school. The child then 
identified, from a list, the people living at their house; 
a blank line was included for responses not listed. The 
child next identified himself/herself as the oldest, 
middle, or youngest child in the family. It was noted if 
the child was an only child.
Tribal affiliation and proportion of Native American 
ancestry was assessed next. The child was asked to 
identify the Native American tribe he/she belongs to. The 
child could check three choices for proportion of Native 
American ancestry: "my mother (father) is all Native 
American," "part Native American," and "not Native
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American.1’ For children answering chat either mother or 
father was all Native American or that both mother and 
father were part Native American the score of 50% or more 
Native American ancestry was given. The remaining Native 
American sample-- those answering that mother or father was 
part Native American and mother or father was not Native 
American-- received the score of less than 50% Native 
American ancestry.
Cultural events were described as pow-wows, Native 
American language classes, tribal events, listening to 
faithkeepers' legends, and other Indian activities. Four 
different levels of participation could be chosen: about
once a month or more, about twice a year, about once a 
year, and less than once a year. For statistical analysis, 
the variable was divided into two groups. Those children 
participating in cultural events about once a month or 
about twice a year were placed in the "more frequent" 
group. Likewise, those children who answered that they 
participated in cultural events about once a year or less 
than once a year were included in the "less frequent" 
group.
Collection of Data
The Potawatomi Nation of Indians--Pokagon Band was 
the only tribe to formally participate in this study.
Tribal permission was obtained by action of the Tribal 
Council. All parents of children within the age range of 6
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to 14 years, and within in the geographical area of 
southern Michigan, received a letter explaining the study 
and stating the purpose. These parental permission letters 
were sent from the Potawatomi office and included a form 
for the parents to sign and a stamped, self-addressed 
envelope to return to the Potawatomi Nation office. One 
follow-up letter was sent approximately 5 weeks from the 
initial mailing.
Upon request of Potawatomi officers, the parents were 
given a choice to indicate if they wished the drawing to be 
collected in their home or at their child's school. 
Approximately 70% of the Potawatomi sample was collected in 
the child's home. For the schools that were involved, 
principals were contacted with a letter of introduction, 
explanation, and a description of the study. A follow-up 
telephone call was placed approximately 1 week later to 
secure permission. Cooperation rate with the principals 
was 100%.
The Iroquois sample was collected on an individual 
basis; no schools or tribal authorities were involved. 
Written parental permission was obtained from each parent 
before the child was allowed to participate in the study. 
Collectors of the Native American drawings were trained by 
the researcher in the proper way to administer the KFD and 
Semantic Differential. All collectors of the Native 
American sample were Native American females.
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The Caucasian sample was collected from schools, both 
private and public. Once again, parental and school 
permission was obtained before the drawings were collected 
(Rodgers, 1992) . Ten schools in Southwestern Michigan 
participated. Appendix B gives a complete description of 
the Caucasian sample from which this present study randomly 
selected the Caucasian comparison group.
The instruments and questionnaire were administered 
in the following order: (1) Kinetic Family Drawing, (2)
Semantic Differential, and (3) the demographic
questionnaire. First, the child was given a plain piece of
paper and a pencil with an eraser. The instructions for 
the KFD were read and repeated if necessary. The child was 
allowed to spend as much time drawing the picture as 
desired. When the child indicated he/she was finished, the 
collector then asked the child what each person in the 
picture was doing. The child's response was written next 
to the figure.
The child was then given the Semantic Differential to 
complete. A laminated instruction sheet was presented
first and read orally. An example of the response form was
included in the instructions, and the child was given a 
demonstration on how to mark the SD. Before beginning the 
SD, the child was shown the word list and asked if they 
preferred to have the words read to them. If requested,
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the instructor read the words from her own copy while the 
child marked his/her own list.
Finally, the demographic questionnaire was filled 
out. Instructions stated that no names were to be written 
on the form. Children who could read adequately filled out 
the questionnaire independently; for nonreaders, parents or 
collectors filled in the requested information.
No pictures, semantic differentials, or demographic 
questionnaires were identified by name. Each child's data 
were stapled together and assigned an identification 
number. Permission slips were stored separately.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
For the general research questions, no hypotheses 
were formulated. There were four hypotheses generated for 
Research Question 1. For the purpose of statistical 
analysis the hypotheses are stated in the null form:
Hypothesis 1
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the self and scores obtained from 
the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me. "
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Hypothesis 2
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the mother and scores obtained 
from the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and
Me. "
Hypothesis 3
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the father and scores obtained 
from the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and
Me. "
Hypothesis 4
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from selected KFD variables 
regarding the whole family and Semantic Differential on the 
concepts of "My Whole Family," "Myself," "My Mother and 
Me," and "My Father and Me."
Research Question 2 generated three hypotheses 
(Hypothesis 5-7). Once again, the hypotheses are stated in 
the null form:
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Hypothesis 5
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of children whose 
Native American ancestry is 50% or more and those children 
whose Native American ancestry is less than 50%.
Hypothesis 6
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American 
children who are the only, oldest, middle, or youngest in 
their families.
Hypothesis 7
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American 
children with different amounts of exposure to Native 
American cultural events.
Three additional hypotheses (Hypotheses 8-10) were 
formulated to answer Research Question 3. They are as 
follows:
Hypothesis 8
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian children.
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Hypothesis 9
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of the Native American and Caucasian 
children at different age levels.
Hypothesis 10
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian male and female children.
Statistical Analysis
Hypotheses 1-4 were tested as follows:
1. By zero-order correlation coefficients between the 
KFD variables and the four SD variables
2. By step-wise multiple regression between a linear 
combination of the relevant group of KFD variables (self, 
mother, or father) and each one (separately) of the four SD 
variables. In each case, the KFD variables were the 
predictor variables and one of the SD variables was the 
criterion variable.
It was initially proposed that canonical correlation 
be used to compare all KFD variables with the Semantic 
Differential scores. However, due to inadequate size of 
the sample this analysis was not undertaken.
Hypotheses 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10 were tested by using t- 
tests between two groups. Hypothesis 6 was tested with 
analysis of variance for each independent variable used.
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If Che hypothesis was rejecced, simple effects were to be 
studied over each row and column separately. Sample size 
was not adequate to utilize multivariate analysis because 
this type of analysis required from 10 to 15 times as many
subjects as variables for stability of the 
variance/covariance matrix.
Qualitative and descriptive data were also 
interpreted for each of these hypotheses. For the test of
each hypothesis, the value of alpha was set at .05.
Chapter Summary 
This chapter explained the type of research, 
description of the population, selection of the sample, 
identified the variables, and gave descriptions of the two 
instruments: the Kinetic Family Drawing and Semantic 
Differential Scales. The demographic questionnaire was 
described. This chapter also outlined the procedures for 
the development of the Semantic Differential, preliminary 
analysis, and administration of both instruments. The 
research questions were stated with accompanying null 
hypothesis and statistical analysis.
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Chapter 4 has four parts. The first part presents 
the demographic data of the Native American and Caucasian 
sample. The second part presents statistics regarding the 
Semantic Differential Family Scale. The third portion 
presents the basic data from the study. Lastly, the tests 
of the hypotheses are stated and discussed.
Demographic Data of the Sample 
Because of the limited size of the Native American 
population, an effort to limit the sample in order to 
equalize the distribution according to age and sex was not 
undertaken. The children were from ages 6 to 14 years and 
from Kindergarten through grade 9. The Caucasian 
comparative sample was randomly selected from previously 
collected data (Rodgers, 1992) to match the Native American 
population by age and gender. Appendix B contains a 
complete description of the Caucasian sample.
Sex and Age Levels of the Sample
There were 27 female and 25 male children in the 
Native American sample, representing 51.9% and 48.1% of the
60
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total respectively. The Caucasian number was double the 
size of the Native American sample. The median age for the 
Native American sample was 9.8 years. Composition of the 
data producing sample by sex and age group is given in 
Tables 1 and 2.
Parents Present in the Home
While 98% of the Native American sample reported that
their mothers live in the home, only 61% of the fathers 
were currently in the home. Approximately 14% of the 
children stated that a stepfather was part of their family.
From these figures, it is deduced that 23% of the homes
Table 1
Native American Sample bv Sex and Age
Sex 6-8 9-11 12-16 Total
Female 12 5 9 27
Male 9 10 6 25
Total 21 16 15 52
Table 2
Caucasian Sample bv Sex and Age
Sex 6-8 9-11 12-16 Total
Female 24 12 18 54
Male 18 20 12 50
Total 42 32 30 104
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were single-parent homes headed by mothers. Interestingly, 
almost 79% of the children drew a father figure in their 
drawings.
In the Caucasian sample, 98% of the mothers were in 
the home, and 80% of the fathers were present.
Approximately 9% of the families included a stepfather, 
leaving approximately 9% of families headed by a single 
mother. All statistical analysis accounted for missing 
father figures in computing the means, multiple regression 
formula, and ANOVA analyses.
Birth Order of Native American 
Sample
Of the total Native American sample, the largest 
group of children according to birth order was the middle 
child, comprising almost 37% of the children in the study. 
The two next largest groups were oldest and youngest child, 
at 31% and 29% respectively. The smallest group was the 
only child, representing approximately 4% of the sample.
Tribal Affiliation. Frequency 
of Cultural Events, and 
Proportion of Native 
American Ancestry
Table 3 presents data about the various Native
American groups that were included in the sample. The
Iroquois included children from the Seneca, Mohawk,
Onondaga, and Oneida tribes. The Potawatomi sample was
from the Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians.
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Table 3
Distribution bv Tribal Affiliation
Tribe Female Male Total
Potawatomi 14 10 24
Iroquois 13 15 28
Approximately 2/3 of the sample reported Native 
American ancestry to be less than 50%. Although a more 
delineated percentage was not possible, it is estimated by 
the researcher that the majority of the population sampled 
was of less than 1/4 Native American ancestry, although 
still considered Native American by government and tribal 
rolls. Sixteen of the 52 Native American children recorded 
that they attended Native American cultural events (a 
complete definition is in chapter 3) about twice a year or 
more. The remaining 70% reported they attended Native 
American cultural events once a year or less.
Basic Data
The Semantic Differential Family 
Scale
The Semantic Differential Family Scale was 
administered to the subjects along with the KFD and a 
demographic questionnaire. Analysis was performed on the 
Semantic Differential rating to obtain the reliability for 
each concept scale as well as the point-multiserial 
correlation coefficient for each individual item for each
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of the four scales, "My Whole Family," "Myself," "My Mother 
and Me," and "My Father and Me."
Table 4 presents the point multiserials for the 11 
individual items composing the Semantic Differential on 
each of the four scales and the value of coefficient alpha 
for each scale. The values assigned on the 5-point 
Semantic Differential ranged from 0 to 4, with 4 being the 
most positive response possible. The neutral point in each 
case is 2 .
The mean and standard deviation is listed in Table 5 
for each of the four Semantic Differential concepts: "My
Whole Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father 
and M e ."
The Kinetic Family Drawing
This section presents a qualitative description of 
the activities of the self, mother, and father figures in 
the KFDs. Basic descriptive data for the KFD include the 
standard deviation, mean, mode, minimum, and maximum value 
of each variable. For all 156 subjects the score on two 
style variables, Folding and Edging, was 0. Thus, mean and 
standard deviation are all 0, and they can have no 
correlation with any other variable. The variable Father 
Missing was eliminated from the analysis because it was 
necessary to separate KFDs that had a father figure from 
ones that did not, making the correlations with this
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Table 4












Good/Bad . 49 .56 .55 . 76
Strong/Good .65 . 34 .53 . 72
Important/Unimportant .40 . 57 .66 . 68
Kind/Unkind .57 . 74 .61 . 76
Smart/Dumb .63 .57 . 70 .51
Active/Lazy . 6 0 .58 .59 . 76
Interesting/Boring .36 . 70 .69 . 64
Love/Hate .56 . 60 . 63 . 77
Valuable/Worthless .44 . 70 .66 . 68
Helpful/Harmful .53 . 60 .55 .58
Sharing/Selfish .58 . 84 .53 . 68
Coefficient Alpha . 7259 .8353 . 8253 .8850
Table 5
Mean and Standard Deviation for the Semantic Differential
Scale Number of 
Items
Mean SD
My Whole Family 11 36.90 6.30
Myself 11 33.69 3.14
My Mother and Me 11 36.39 7.68
My Father and Me 11 35.32 9.01
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variable uninterprecable. Likewise, there were no Indian 
symbols scored for any of the pictures. Thus, these four 
variables are removed from further discussion of the 
analysis.
All variables marked with the symbol were scored 
in the negative direction. A complete description of the 
scoring criteria is presented in Appendix A.
Q u a l i t a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  K F D
A qualitative descriptive analysis was undertaken 
regarding the activities for each of the self, father, and 
mother figures drawn in the picture. Tables 6 through 8 
present this data. The category Other Activities includes 
various activities that are represented in only one 
picture.
S a s i c  K F D  d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t i s t i c s
Tables 9 and 10 present the mean, standard deviation, 
mode, minimum, and maximum value of all the KFD variables 
on both the Native American and Caucasian samples.
K F D  L i k e - t o - L i v e - i n - F a m i l y
More than half of the family pictures in this study 
gave the general impression of a family in which one would 
probably (or definitely) like to live. Table 11 gives a 
breakdown of percentages of the different levels of ratings 
obtained by Native American and Caucasian children.
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T a b l e  6
Activity of Self
Activity Number Percentage
Outdoor sports^ 11 21.15
Watching TV/Nintendo 5 9 . 62
Reading/homework 4 7. 69
Household chores 4 7 . 69
Playing 4 7.69
Standing 4 7.69
Sleeping 2 3 .85
Gymnastics 2 3 .85
Music/playing or listening 2 3 . 85
Other activities 14 26.92






Household chores a 15 .38
Outdoor sports 4 7. 69
Eating/drinking 4 7.69
Watering/planting 3 5 . 77
Reading/writing 3 5.77
Watching TV 2 3 . 85
Working at job 2 3 . 85
Talking 2 3 .85
Other activities 15 28 .85
n=52





Working 6 14. 63
Outdoor sports 6 14. 63
TV/Nintendo 4 9 . 76
Driving 4 9 . 76
Standing/watching 4 9 . 76
Animal care 2 4. 88
Mowing 2 4.88
Household chores 2 4. 88
Sleeping 2 4.88
Other activities 9 21.95
n=41
Instead of using the other KFD variables in a quantitative 
way, this variable views the picture in a qualitative way 
to determine a general impression of the family from the 
child's perception.
3ecause of the subjectivity of the Like-to-Live-in- 
Family variable, a second rating was sought for this study 
to examine the effect of cultural bias in scoring this 
variable. All 156 pictures were rated independently by 
both a Native American and Caucasian psychologist who have 
experience in scoring KFDs. A positive correlation of .446 
was achieved on the total group, .5 67 on the Native 
American group, and a .3 58 on the Caucasian sample. In a 
t-test of correlated samples, there was a significant
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Table 9
3asic DescriDtive Statistics of KFD Variables of the Native
American S a m d e




Actself 2.12 1.01 2 0 4
Actmother 1.96 . 63 2 0 4
Actfather 1. 35 . 83 2 0 4
Ascself 1.14 1.23 0 0 3
As another . 63 1. 06 0 0 3
Ascfather . 63 .98 0 0 3
▼Commself 4.80 1. 84 6 1 6
▼Commmother 5 .20 1.56 6 2 6
▼Commfather 5 .10 1. 60 6 0 6
▼Coopself 2 .20 1.27 3 0 3
▼Coopmother 2.20 1. 02 3 0 3
▼Coopfather 2.38 1. 08 3 0 3
▼Nurself 6.00 1. 59 7 0 7
▼Nurmother 5.10 2 . 07 7 0 7
▼Nurfather 6.10 1.50 7 0 7
Teethself . 02 . 14 0 0 1
Teethmother . 02 . 14 0 0 1
Teethfather . 00 . 00 0 0 0
Armextself .08 .27 0 0 1
Armextmother .06 .24 0 0 1
Armextfather .25 .44 0 0 i_
▼Rel.size .06 .24 0 0
Numberdm 5 .00 1.37 4 3 8
▼OrientFM .88 .33 1 0 1
▼OrientFS .88 .33 1 0 i
▼OrientMF .98 . 16 1 0 nj.
▼OrientMS .88 .33 1 0
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▼OrientSM .86 .35 1 0 1
▼OrientSF . 83 .38 1 0 1
BarrierSM 1.57 1.47 0 0 4
BarrierSF 1.43 1.39 1 0 4
3arrierMF 1.18 1.50 0 0 4
LiningBtm .12 .33 0 0 1
LiningTop . 10 .30 0 0 1
Compart . 13 .35 0 0 1
Encaps .31 .47 0 0 i_
Underlinfig .08 .27 0 0 1
Birdeyevw .06 .24 0 0 1
▼Lik-to-Lv 1.59 .92 2 0 4
Animals .14 .38 0 0 1
Soutdoor .27 .45 0 0 1
Native American: n= 52. Father figure included in 41.
difference between the two raters' scores on the Native 
American pictures at the probability of .0135. The NA 
pictures were scored as more desirable to live in family by 
the Native American psychologist (x=l.59) than the 
Caucasian psychologist (x=1.96). There was no significant 
difference between the two scorers on the Caucasian sample; 
probability was .0769. The Caucasian Like-to-Live-in- 
Family variable means were 1.43, rated by the Native 
American scorer, and 1.62, rated by the Caucasian scorer.
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Table 10
Basic Descriotive Statistics of KFD Variabl es of Caucasian
Sanrole




Actself 2 . 23 1.16 2 0 4
Actmother 2.01 .84 2 0 4
Actfather 2.26 1.16 2 0 6
Ascself .54 .98 0 0 3
As another . 44 .86 0 0 3
Ascfather . 56 .99 0 0 3
▼Commself 4.51 1.85 6 1 6
▼Commother 4 .44 1.83 6 1 6
▼Commfather 4.30 1.92 6 1 6
▼Coopself 1.95 1.34 3 0 3
▼Coopmother 1.80 1.26 3 0 3
▼Coopfather 1.79 1.35 3 0 5
▼Nurself 6 .14 1.27 7 2 7
▼Nurmother 5.37 1.68 7 2 7
▼Nurfather 5.37 1.78 7 0 7
Teethself .06 .23 0 0 1
Teethmother . 06 .23 0 0 i_
Teethfather . 06 .24 0 0
Armextself .11 .31 0 0 1
Anr.extmother . 07 .25 0 0 i_
Armextfather . 14 .35 o 0 1
▼Rel.size .09 .28 0 0 i_
Numberdrn 4 . 63 1.13 4 2 9
▼OrientFM .36 .35 1 0
▼OrientFS .36 .35 1 0 1
▼OrientMF .30 .40 1 0 1
▼OrientMS . 33 .38 j. 0 X
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▼OrientSM . 84 .37 i 0 1
▼OrientSF .84 .37 1 0 1
BarrierSM 1. 61 1.52 0 0 4
BarrierSF 1.51 1.49 1 0 4
BarrierMF 1.30 1.57 0 0 4
LiningBtm . 05 .21 0 0 1
LiningTop . 02 . 14 0 0 1
Compart . 09 .28 0 0 1
Encaps .32 .47 0 0 1
Undlinfig . 05 .21 0 0 1
Birdeyevw .06 .23 0 0 1
▼Lik-to-Lv 1.43 . 65 1 0 4
Animals .23 .42 0 0 1
Soutdoors .36 .48 0 0 1










Native American 44 .24 48 . 08 7 . 69
Caucasian 58 . 65 37.50 3. 84
Total 53 .85 41.03 5. 12
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Testing of Hypotheses and Discussion 
of the Findings
Ten hypotheses were presented and tested. The data 
consisted of two sets of variables: (1) four Semantic
Differential Scales and (2) Kinetic Family Drawings 
variables. Depending on the hypothesis being tested, the 
sample size varied because several children did not include 
a father figure in their family drawings, thus making a 
comparison impossible.
Zero-order correlation and step-wise multiple 
regression were used to relate each separate Semantic 
Differential variable to a linear combination of the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables for Hypotheses 1-4. 
Computer parameters set the minimum acceptable F to enter 
at 4.00, so that the regression analysis only built models 
of significant predictors. The Native American sample 
included 51 pairs of Semantic Differentials and KFDs, 
because one child's Semantic Differential was not correctly 
completed. One other child did not complete a Semantic 
Differential on the scale "My Father and Me;" consequently 
for analyses including the "My Father and Me" scale, n=50. 
Analysis for each hypothesis was completed twice--once with 
all pictures using designated KFD-figure variables without 
the father variables included (n=51) and again with KFDs 
that had a father figure drawn and all the designated KFD- 
figure variables used including the father variables 
n=40) .
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For Hypotheses 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10, t-tests were 
performed. Hypothesis 6 was tested using one-way analysis 
of variance across four groups. Once again, each analysis 
was performed twice on the appropriate KFDs that included 
or excluded the father figures. All hypotheses are 
presented in the null form. The value of alpha was set at 
. 05 .
Hypothesis 1
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the self and scores obtained from 
the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me. "
Analysis 1
The correlation matrices for the self KFD variables 
with each Semantic Differential Scale is shown in Tables 12 
and 13. In Table 12, a correlation of ±.276 is 
significantly different from 0 when alpha = .05. Of the 11 
variables, only 2 are significantly correlated with "My 
Whole Family," one with "Myself," two with "My Mother and 
Me," and none with "My Father and Me." This represents 11% 
of the total number of correlations.
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Table 12
Correlation Matrix Between Semantic Differential Scales and 













Actself .3212* .2108 .2973* .1515
Ascself - . 0420 . 0343 - . 0945 - .0754
▼Commself -.1049 -.0482 . 1270 -.1071
▼Coopself -.1354 . 0430 . 0907 -.0578
▼Nurself .0699 .2833* . 0869 . 1309
Teethself . 0928 .0757 .1229 .1032
Armextself . 1097 . 0476 . 1000 .1263
▼OrientMS . 0527 . 1519 .0908 .0167
▼OrientSM . 0302 . 1754 . 1030 .1263
BarrierSM -.2242 - .0983 - .3488* -.1773
Soutdoor .3263* .0948 .1358 .1924
In viewing Table 13, a correlation of ±.310 is 
significantly different from 0 when alpha = .05. Of the 
four variables, one is significantly correlated with "My 
Whole Family," one with "Myself," two with "My Mother and 
Me," and none with "My Father and Me." This represents 7% 
of the total number of correlations.
For the concept "My Whole Family," a step-wise 
multiple regression analysis was conducted between the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables regarding self and the 
Semantic Differential score on "My Whole Family." Table 14
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Table 13
Correlation Matrix Between Semantic Differential Scales and 











Actself .3103* .2054 .2983 . 1552
Ascself .0220 .0553 -.1020 .0164
▼Commself - .1088 .0958 . 1275 - . 1477
▼Coopself - .1284 .2524 . 1040 - . 0254
▼Nurself .1110 .3691* . 0708 .2338
Teethself .1088 . 0995 . 1396 . 1162
Armextself .1280 . 0864 .1178 . 1271
▼OrientFS .1260 . 0023 .2095 - . 1268
▼OrientMS .1109 .2124 .3670* . 1744
▼OrientSM .0425 .1504 . 1102 .2243
▼OrientSF - .0797 . 0234 . 0420 . 0432
BarrierSM - .2122 -.2253 - . 4403* - .2275
3arrierSF - .0998 .1020 - . 1994 .1990
Soutdcor .2447 - . 0625 . 0739 .1505
Table 14
Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self Variables and SD 
"Mv Whole Family" n=51
Step Variable Mult. Multi. Change F to
No. Entered R RSQ in R.SQ Enter
1 Self Outdoors .3264 .1065 . 1065 5.84
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presents the summary from the multiple-regression analysis 
from the first run of 51 KFDs. Only one step was taken.
The variable Self Drawn Outdoors accounted for 10.7% 
of the variance, denoting significance at the probability 
of .018. Table 15 shows the standardized regression 
coefficient, tolerance, F ratio, and probability. The 
regression analysis indicates that a higher rating on the 
Semantic Differential scale "My Whole Family" is related to 
a self figure being drawn outdoors. In the second 
analysis (n=40) for the concept "My Whole Family, " a step­
wise multiple regression analysis was conducted between the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables regarding self and the 
Semantic Differential score on "My
Table 15
Regression Coefficients: KFD Self Variables and SD "Mv
Whole Family" n=51
Variable STD Reg. Tolerance F to Prob.
Entered Coeff. Remove
Self Outdoors .326 1.00 5 .84 . 018
Table 16
Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self Variables and SD 
"Mv Whole Family" n=40
Step Variable Mult. Mult i . Change ? to
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ Enter
L Activity of Self .3103 .0963 . 0963 4.0493
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Whole Family" on pictures with the father figure. Table 16 
presents the summary from the multiple-regression analysis. 
Only one step was taken.
The multiple correlation of the variable Activity of 
Self accounted for 9.6% of the variance at Step 1, with 
significance at the probability of .049. Table 17 shows 
the standardized regression coefficient, tolerance, F 
ratio, and probability. The regression analysis indicates 
that a higher rating on the Semantic Differential scale "My 
Whole Family" is related to a self figure engaged in a 
higher level of physical activity.
For concept "Myself," a step-wise multiple regression 
analysis was conducted between the Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables regarding self and the Semantic Differential 
score "Myself" on all the KFDs (n=51) . Tables 18 and 19 
present the summary from the multiple-regression analysis 
and coefficients with probability. Only one step was 
taken.
Table 17






Tolerance F to 
Remove
Prob.
Activity of Self .310 1.00 4 . 05 . 049
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Table 18
Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self Variables and SD 
"Mvself" n=51
Step Variable Mult. Multi. Change F to
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ Enter
1 ▼Nurturing Self .2833 . 0803 .0803 4.28
Table 19
Regression Coefficients: KFD Self Variables and SD
"Mvself" n=51
Variable STD Reg. Tolerance F to Prob.
Entered Coeff. Remove
▼Nurturing Self .283 1.000 4.28 . 041
In multiple regression analysis at Step 1, the 
variable Nurturing Self accounted for 8% of the variance 
denoting significance at the probability of .041. The 
regression analysis indicates that a higher rating on the 
semantic differential scale "Myself" is related to a self 
figure that is drawn in less nurturing activities.
In the second analysis for the concept "Myself," a 
step-wise multiple regression analysis was conducted 
between the Kinetic Family Drawing variables regarding self 
and the Semantic Differential score on "Myself" on pictures 
with the father figure. Table 20 presents the summary from 
the multiple-regression analysis. Only one step was taken.
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Table 20
Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self Variables and SD 
"Myself n=4 0
Step Variable Mult. Multi. Change F to
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ Enter
1 ▼Nurturing Self .3691 .1362 .1362 5 .99
On Step 1 for n=40, Nurturing Self variable 
accounting for 13.6% of the variance at the probability of 
.018. Table 21 lists the standardized regression 
coefficient, tolerance, and F for this step. The 
regression analysis indicates that a higher rating on the 
semantic differential scale "Myself" is related to a self 
figure that is drawn in less nurturing activities.
For concept "My Mother and Me," a step-wise multiple 
regression analysis was conducted between the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding self and the Semantic 
Differential score "My Mother and Me." Tables 22 and 23 
present the summary from the multiple-regression analysis 
and coefficient table. One step was taken.
Table 21
Regression Coefficients: KFD Self Variables and SD "Mvself"
P II O
Variable STD Reg. 
Coeff.
Tolerance F to 
Remove
Prob.
▼Nurturing Self .369 . 1000 5.99 .018
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Table 22
Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self Variables and SD 
"My Mother and Me" n=51
Step Variable Mult. Mult i . Change F to
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ Enter
1 Barriers Self 
and Mother
. 3488 . 1217 . 1217 6.79
Table 23
Regression Coefficients: KFD Self Variables and SD
"My Mother and Me" n=51




- .349 1.000 6.79 . 012
At Step l, the variable Barriers Between Self and 
Mother accounted for 12.1% of the variance. For this step, 
this denotes significance at the probability of .012. The 
regression analysis indicates that a higher rating on the 
semantic differential scale "My Mother and Me" is related 
to a picture drawn with less barriers between the self and 
mother figure.
For second analysis of the concept "My Mother and 
Me," a step-wise multiple regression analysis was conducted 
between the KFD variables regarding self and the Semantic 
Differential score on "My Mother and Me" on pictures 
without the father figure. Table 24 presents the summary
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from the multiple-regression analysis. Two steps were 
taken.
The total multiple regression correlation at Step 2 
accounted for 28.4% of the variance, with variable Barriers 
between Self and Mother predicting 19% and Orientation 
Between Mother and Self contributing an additional 9%.
Table 25 lists the standardized regression coefficients and 
probabilities for Step 2. Both variables are relatively 
good predictors, based on the percentage of change in RSQ 
and the simple correlations of -.4403 and .3670 from the 
correlation matrix table.
The regression analysis indicates that a higher 
rating on the Semantic Differential scale "My Mother and 
Me" is related to the mother figure facing the self less 
and fewer barriers between mother and self figures.
Table 24
Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Self Variables and SD 













1 3arriers Self 
and Mother
.4403 . 1939 . 1939 9 .14
2 ▼Orientation 
Mother and Self
.5333 .2844 . 0905 4 . 63
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Table 25
Regression Coefficients: KFD Self Variables and SD "Mv 
Mother and Me" n=40
Variable STD Reg. 
Coeff.





- .392 .975 7.74 . 008
▼Orientation 
Mother and Self
. 305 .975 4.68 . 035
For concept "My Father and Me," a step-wise multiple
regression analysis was conducted between the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding self and the Semantic 
Differential score "My Father and Me." For both analyses, 
including KFDs with and without father figures, no steps 
were taken. For the concept "My Father and Me,'1 the null 
hypothesis was retained. There is no significant 
relationship between "My Father and Me" and the Kinetic 
Family Drawings variables regarding self.
S u m m a r y  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  1
Significant correlations were evident between the KFD 
variables regarding the self figure and three of the four 
Semantic Differential Scales: "My Whole Family," "Myself,"
and "My Mother and Me," with the highest correlation 
between the KFD self variables and "My Mother and Me."
It appears that children who rate their family more 
positively on the SD, draw themselves outdoors more often
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and engage in a greater degree of activity. There was a 
correlation between a more positive rating of "Myself" and 
the self figure being drawn in a less nurturing role. Self 
variables that correlated with a more positive rating on 
the scale of "My Mother and Me" were less barriers between 
self and mother, and mother facing self less frequently.
There were no significant correlations between KFD 
variables regarding the self figure and the SD "My Father 
and Me." However, because significant variance was 
accounted by KFD variables in three of the four Semantic 
Differential concepts, this hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 2
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the mother and scores obtained 
from the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," "My Father and Me."
A n a l y s i s  2
The correlation matrices for the mother KFD variables 
with each Semantic Differential Scale are shown in Tables 
26-27. In viewing Table 26, a correlation of ±.276 is 
significantly different from 0 when alpha = .05. Of the 
three variables that reached significance, one was 
significantly correlated with "My Whole Family," one with 
"My Mother and Me," and one with "My Father and Me."
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Table 2 6
Correlation Matrix Between Semantic Differential Scales and













Actmother .2253 - .0297 .1229 . 1408
Ascmother - . 0446 .0187 -.1441 - .1367
▼Commother - . 0548 . 1607 .0201 - .0934
▼Coopmother - . 1026 .1569 - . 0330 - .0042
▼Nurmother .2901* .1395 . 0415 . 0477
Teethmother . 0702 . 1108 .0671 .3516*
Armextmother .0573 .1235 .0309 .1390
▼OrientFM .2127 - .1102 .2015 . 1042
▼OrientMF . 1171 - .1249 .0468 .2537
▼OrientMS . 0527 .1519 .0908 . 0477
▼OrientSM . 0302 .1754 .1030 .1760
BarrierSM - .2242 - .0983 - .3488* - .2336
BarrierMF - . 1222 - .0126 - .0321 - .0021
This represents approximately 6% of the total number of
correlations. The correlations in the "My Father and Me"
column are computed with n=50 (+.279) because only 50 SDs 
were completed for this particular scale.
For the correlations between the Semantic 
Differential Scales and Mother KFD variables on only 
pictures that included a father figure, a correlation of 
±.312 is significantly different from 0 when alpha = .05.
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Table 2 7
Correlation Matrix Between Semantic Differential Scales and












Actmother .2510 -.0296 . 0813 . 0569
Ascmother - .2133 -.0773 - . 2578 - .2315
▼Commother . 0441 .2748 . 1112 - . 0291
▼Coopmother - . 0207 .3146* . 0721 . 1100
▼Nurmother .3080 . 1254 . 1305 .5000*
Teethmother . 0817 . 1381 . 0773 .1529
Armextmo t he r .0653 . 1654 . 3091 . 1086
▼OrientFM .3683* . 0752 . 3957* . 0639
▼OrientMF .3506* .2096 .2548 .2879
▼OrientMS .1109 .2124 .3670* . 1744
▼OrientSM .0425 . 1504 . 1102 .2243
3arrierSM -.2122 - .2253 - . 4403* - .2275
3arrierMF -.1647 . 0652 - .0261 - . 0982
Of the seven variables that reached significance, two were 
significantly correlated with "My Whole Family," one with 
"Myself," three with "My Mother and Me," and one with "My 
Father and Me." This represents approximately 13% of the 
total number of correlations.
For concept "My Whole Family," a step-wise multiple 
regression analysis was conducted between the KFD variables 
regarding the mother figure and the Semantic Differential 
score "My Whole Family." Table 28 presents the summary
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from the multiple-regression analysis on KFDs of total 
group.
The total multiple regression correlation at Step 2 
accounted for 16.9% of the variance, with variable 
Nurturing Mother predicting 8.4% and Activity Level of 
Mother contributing an additional 8.5%. Table 29 lists the 
standardized regression coefficients and probabilities for 
the last step. Both variables are relatively average 
predictors, based on the percentage of change in RSQ, their 
standardized regression coefficient, and the simple 
correlations of .2901 and .2253 from the matrix table.
The regression analysis indicates that a higher 
rating on the Semantic Differential scale "My Whole Family" 
is related to the mother being drawn more active and 
engaged in less nurturing behaviors.
Table 28
SD "Mv Whole Familv" n=51
Steo Variable Mult. Mult. Change F to
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ Enter
1 ▼Nurturing .2901 
Mother
. 0842 .0842 4.50
2 Activity Level .4116 
of Mother
. 1694 .0853 4.93
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Table 29
Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother Variables and SD "Mv 
Whole Family1 n=51
Variable STD Reg. Tolerance F to Prob.
_______________________ Coef f .___________________ Remove_________
▼Nurturing Mother .325 .986 6.03 .017
Activity Level .294 .986 4.93 .029
of Mother
For the second analysis of the concept "My Whole 
Family," a step-wise multiple regression analysis was 
conducted between the Kinetic Family Drawing variables 
regarding the mother figure and the Semantic Differential 
score on "My Whole Family" on pictures without the father 
figure. Table 3 0 presents the summary from the multiple- 
regression analysis. Two steps were taken.
The total multiple regression correlation at Step 2 
accounted for 27.5% of the variance, with variables 
Orientation Between Father and Mother predicting 13.6% and
Table 3 0















.3683 .1356 . 1356 5.96
2 ▼Orientation 
Mother Sc Father
.5246 .2752 . 1395 7 .12
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Orientation Between Mother and Father contributing an 
additional 14%. Table 32 lists the standardized regression 
coefficients and probabilities for the second step. Both 
variables are relatively good predictors, based on the 
percentage of change in RSQ, their standardized regression 
coefficient, and the simple correlations of .3683 and .3506 
from the correlation matrix table.
The regression analysis indicates that a higher 
rating on the Semantic Differential scale "My Whole Family" 
is related to the mother and father figures facing each 
other less.
For the concept "Myself," a step-wise multiple 
regression analysis was conducted between the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding the mother figure and 
the Semantic Differential score "Myself." No steps were 
taken in regression analysis for the group of all the KFDs. 
For the analysis of KFDs that include the father figure,
Table 31
Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother Variables and SD "My 
Whole Family" n=40
Variable STD Reg. 
Coeff .





.391 .996 7 .77 . 008
▼Orientation 
Mother & Father
.374 .996 7.12 . Oil
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one step was taken. Table 32 presents the summary from the 
multiple-regression analysis.
The variable Cooperation of Mother accounted for 9.9% 
of the variance at the probability of .046. Table 3 3 lists 
the coefficient table for the one step. The regression 
analysis indicates that a higher rating on the semantic 
differential scale "Myself" is related to a mother figure 
involved in less cooperative activities.
For concept "My Mother and Me," a step-wise multiple 
regression analysis was conducted between the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding the mother figure and
Table 32













▼Cooperation of .3146 .0989 .0989 4.17
Mother
Table 3 3
Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother Variables and SD 
"Mvself" n=40




.315 1.000 4.17 . 046
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che Semantic Differencial score "My Mother and Me." Tables 
34 and 35 present Che summary from Che multiple-regression 
analysis and the coefficient table. One step was caken on 
the analysis using the total sample.
The variable Barriers Between Self and Mother 
accounted for 12.2% of the variance at .012 probability.
The regression analysis indicates that a higher rating on 
the semantic differential scale "My Mother and Me" is 
related to a picture drawn with fewer barriers between the 
self and mother figure.
Table 34
Multiple Regression Steps Between KFD Mother Variables and 
SD "Mv Mother and Me" n=5l
Step Variable Mult. Multi. Change F to
No._________ Entered________ R______RSQ in RSQ Enter
1 Barriers Self & .3488 .1217 .1217 6.79
Mother
Table 3 5
Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother Variables and SD 
"Mv Mother and Me" n=51
Variable STD Reg. Tolerance F to Prob.
Entered Coeff. Remove
3arriers Self & 
Mother
- .349 1. 000 6.79 .012
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For Che second analysis of Che concepc "My Mocher and 
Me," a scep-wise mulciple regression analysis was conducced 
becween Che Kinecic Family Drawing variables regarding che 
mocher figure and che Semancic Differencial score on "My 
Mocher and Me" on KFDs wich che facher figure drawn. Table 
3 6 presencs che summary from che mulciple-regression 
analysis. Four seeps were caken.
The cocal mulciple regression correlacion ac SCep 4 
accounced for 51.7% of che variance. The variable Barrier 
3ecween Self and Mocher predicaced 19.4%, Oriencacion 
Becween Mocher and Facher concribucing an addicional 14.1%, 
Barriers BeCween Self and MoCher adding anoCher 14.1%; and 
Barriers Becween Mocher and Facher concribucing che lasc 
6.2%. Table 3 7 liscs Che scandardized regression
Table 3 6













1 Barrier Self & 
Mocher
.4403 . 1939 . 1939 9 .14
2 ▼Oriencacion 
Facher & Mocher
.5785 .3346 . 1407 7 . 32
3 ▼Oriencacion 
Mocher & Self
.6745 .4550 . 1407 7 . 82
4 3arriers Mocher 
Sc Facher
. 7189 .5168 . 0618 4 .47
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coefficients and probabilities for the last step. The 
first three variables appear to be slightly better 
predictors, based on the percentage of change in RSQ, their 
standardized regression coefficient, and the simple 
correlations of -.4403, .3957, . 3670, and -.0261
respectively, from the correlation matrix table.
The regression analysis indicates that a higher 
rating on the Semantic Differential Scale "My Mother and 
Me" is related to more barriers between mother and father 
figures, less barriers between mother and self, more 
frequency of mother not facing self, and more frequency of 
father not facing mother.
For the concept "My Father and Me," a step-wise 
multiple regression analysis was conducted between the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables regarding the mother
Table 37
Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother Variables and SD "Mv 
Mother and Me" n=40
Variable STD Reg. 
Coeff.
Tolerance F to 
Remove
Prob.
Barriers Self 4 
Mother
- .460 .349 12 .99 .001
▼Orientation 
Father 4 Mother
.484 .917 15 .57 .001
▼Orientation 
Mother 4 Self
.354 .961 3 . 74 . 006
3arriers Mother 
4 Father
.276 . 812 4.47 . 039
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figure and the Semantic Differential score "My Father and 
Me." For the first analysis where n=50 accounting for 50 
completed "My Father and Me" SD Scales, one step was 
taken. The multiple regression summary and coefficients 
are listed in Tables 38 and 39.
The variable Nurturing Mother accounted for 12.4% of 
the variance, denoting significance at the probability of 
.012. The regression analysis indicates that a higher 
rating on the Semantic Differential Scale "My Father and 
Me" is related to the mother figure being drawn in less 
nurturing activities.
Table 3 8















.3516 . 1236 . 1236 6 . 77
Table 39
Father and Me" n=50




.352 1.000 6.77 . 012
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For concept: "My Father and Me, " a step-wise multiple 
regression analysis was conducted between the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding the mother figure and 
the Semantic Differential score "My Father and Me." For 
the analysis of KFDs that include the father figure, one 
step was taken. Tables 4G and 41 present the summary from 
the multiple-regression analysis and the coefficient table.
The Variable of Nurturing Mother accounted for 25% of 
the variance at Step 1 with the probability of .001. The 
regression analysis indicates that a higher rating on the 
semantic differential scale "My Father and Me" is related 
to a mother figure involved in less nurturing activities.
Table 40











▼Nurturing .5000 .2500 .2500 12.67
Mother
Table 41
Regression Coefficients: KFD Mother Variables and SD "Mv 
Father and Me" n=40
Variable STD Reg. Tolerance F to ?rob.
Coeff. Remove
▼Nurturing Mother .500 1.000 12.67 .001
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Summary of Hypothesis 2
Significant correlations were evident between the KFD 
variables regarding the mother figure and all of the four 
Semantic Differential Scales: "My Whole Family," "Myself,"
"My Mother and Me," and "My Father and Me" with the highest 
correlation between the KFD mother variables and "My Whole 
Family."
It appears that children who rate their whole family 
more positively on the SD draw mother in a more active 
manner, but involved in less nurturing-type activities. 
There was a correlation between a more positive rating of 
"Myself" and the mother being portrayed in a less 
cooperative role. Variables that correlated with a more 
positive rating on the scale of "My Mother and Me" were 
less barriers between self and mother; mother facing self 
less frequently, and more barriers between father and 
mother. Interestingly, a very high percentage of the 
variance between the scale "My Father and Me" and the 
mother variables was explained by the variable Nurturing 
Mother. It appears that the higher the child rated his/her 
relationship between his/her father, the less often the 
mother was drawn in nurturing activities.
Thus, the null hypothesis that there is no 
correlation between the Semantic Differential Scale and the 
mother variables was rejected.
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Hypothesis 3
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the father and scores obtained 
from the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me."
A n a l y s i s  3
Table 42 lists the correlation matrix of the father 
variables with each of the Semantic Differential Scales for 
children who drew a father figure. A correlation of ±.312 
is significantly different from 0 when alpha = .05. Of the 
three variables that reached significance, two were 
significantly correlated with "My Whole Family," one with 
"My Mother and Me," and none on the other two scales. This 
represents approximately 5% of the total number of 
correlations.
Only KFDs drawn with a father figure were used in 
this analysis, consequently n=40 for all the analyses. 
Step-wise multiple regression was used to analyze 
Hypothesis 3 on each of the dependent Semantic Differential 
variables.
For concept "My Whole Family," a step-wise multiple 
regression analysis was conducted between the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding the father figure and 
the Semantic Differential score "My Whole Family." Table
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Table 42
Correlation Matrix Between Semantic Differential Scales and 












Actfather .2503 -.1095 .0813 . 1395
Ascfather -.1413 -.1162 - .2410 - .2814
▼Commfather -.0719 . 1731 - . 0639 - . 0667
▼Coopfather -.0183 .2725 . 0118 - .0138
▼Nurfather . 0259 .0053 -.1053 -.0033
Teethfather . 0000 .0000 . 0000 . 0000
Armextfather . 0901 .3029 . 1366 . 0877
▼OrientFM .3683* .0752 .3957* .0639
▼OrientFS . 1260 .0023 .2095 -.1268
▼OrientMF . 3506* .2096 .2548 .2879
▼OrientSF - . 0797 .0234 . 0420 . 0432
3arrierSF - . 0998 .1020 -.1994 .1990
3arrierMF - .1647 .0652 - . 0261 - .0982
43 presents the summary from the multiple-regression 
analysis. Two steps were taken.
The total multiple regression correlation at Step 2 
accounted for 27.5% of the variance, with variables 
Orientation 3etween Father and Mother predicting 13.6% and 
Orientation Between Mother and Father contributing an 
additional 14%. Table 44 lists the standardized regression 
coefficients and probabilities for the second step. Both 
variables are relatively good predictors, based on the 
percentage of change in RSQ, their standardized regression
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Table 43
MultiDle Regression Steos Between KFD Father Variables and
SD "My Whole Family" n=40








1 ▼Orientation .3683 
Father & Mother
. 1356 . 1356 5.96
2 ▼Orientation .5246 
Mother & Father
.2752 .1395 7 . 12
Table 44









.996 7 . 77 . 008
▼Orientation .374 
Mother Sc Father
.996 7.12 . Oil
coefficient, and the simple correlations of .2127 and .1171 
from the correlation matrix table.
The regression analysis indicates that a higher 
rating on the Semantic Differential Scale "My Whole Family" 
is related to the mother and father figures facing each 
other less.
For concept "Myself," a step-wise multiple regression 
analysis was conducted between the Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables regarding the father figure and the Semantic 
Differential score "Myself." For the analysis of KFDs that
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include the father figure, no steps were taken. Thus, 
there is no significant correlation between the KFD father 
variables and the Semantic Differential Scale of "Myself.1
For concept "My Mother and Me," a step-wise multiple 
regression analysis was conducted between the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding the mother figure and 
the Semantic Differential score "My Mother and Me." Table 
45 presents the summary from the multiple-regression 
analysis; only one step was taken.
The variable Orientation Between Father and Mother 
accounted for 15.7% of the variance, significant at .011. 
Table 46 lists the coefficient and probability statistics 
for the one step. The regression analysis indicates that a 
higher rating on the Semantic Differential Scale "My Mother 
and Me" is related to the mother and father figures facing 
each other less.
For the concept "My Father and Me," a step-wise 
multiple regression analysis was conducted between the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables regarding the father
Table 45
SD "Mv Mother and Me" n=40
Step Variable Mult. 
No. Entered R






1 ▼Orientation .3957 
Father 4 Mother
.1566 .1566 7.05
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Table 4 6
Regression Coefficients: KFD Father Variables and SD "Mv 
Mother and Me" with KFD n=40




.396 1. 000 7.05 .011
figure and the Semantic Differential scores on the "My 
Father and Me" scales. No significant regression model was 
built. Thus, there is no significant correlation between 
the KFD father variables and the Semantic Differential 
Scale of "My Father and Me."
S u m m a r y  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  3
Significant correlations were evident between the KFD 
variables regarding the father figure and only two of the 
four Semantic Differential Scales: "My Whole Family" and
"My Mother and Me," with the highest correlation between 
the KFD father variables and "My Whole Family."
It appears that children who rate their whole family 
more positively on the SD drew father and mother facing 
each other less frequently. When the child rated his/her 
mother more positively, once again the mother and father 
were facing each other less frequently.
Because (1) only half of the scales built a 
significant model of regression, (2) few variables 
contributed to significant variance, and (3) the same
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variables were also considered in Hypothesis 2, the null 
hypothesis that there is no correlation between the 
Semantic Differential scale and the father variables was 
retained.
Hypothesis 4
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from selected KFD variables and 
Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole Family," 
"Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and Me."
Analysis 4
Selected variables that were not included in 
Hypotheses 1-3 were analyzed with step-wise multiple 
regression to examine possible correlations. The 
correlation matrix is listed in Table 47. Zero-order 
correlations yielded no significant correlations (± .276) 
when alpha was set at .05.
S u m m a r y  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  4
For all the Semantic Differential Scales, "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me", no variables correlated significantly enough to take 
any steps. Thus, the null hypothesis that the following 
selected variables --Number of Persons Drawn in Family,
Lining at Bottom, Compartmentalization, Encapsulation,
3ird's Eye View, and Like-to-Live-in-Family are correlated 
significantly with the Semantic Differential Scales was retained.
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Table 4 7
Correlation Matrix Between Semantic Differential Scales and












Numberdm .1527 - .0376 . 0418 .1507
LiningBtm .2494 - .0084 .1972 - .0408
Compart .0336 .1145 - . 0206 .2440
Encaps - .3075 - .0576 -.1960 .0571
Birdeyevw - .0361 - .0316 .0200 -.1223
▼Lik-to-Lv . 0411 - .1645 -.1125 -.1130
Hypothesis 5
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of children whose 
Native American ancestry is 5 0% or more and those children 
whose Native American ancestry is less than 50%.
A n a l y s i s  5
This hypothesis was tested by the t-test of the means 
of independent samples. Table 4 8 shows the mean score, 
value of t, and probability for the two groups of Native 
American children: (1) those with 5 0% or more Native
American ancestry, and (2) those with less than 50% Native 
American ancestry.
For four variables, there was a significant 
difference between the groups. These are presented one at 
a t ime.
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Table 48
t-tests Between Proportion of Native American Ancestry








Actself 2.18 2 . 06 - .41 . 6856
Actmother 1. 85 2 .22 2 . 04 . 0472*
Actfather 1.88 1.88 . 03 .9784
Ascself 1.24 .89 - .96 .3394
Ascmother . 74 .39 -1.13 .2621
Ascfather . 71 . 47 - . 77 . 4471
▼Commself 4 . 44 5.33 1. 67 . 1016
▼Commother 5.41 4 . 61 -1.74 . 0879
▼Commfathr 5. 17 4 . 82 - . 65 . 5188
▼Coopself 1.97 2 .50 1.42 . 1610
▼Coopmoth 2.26 1. 94 -1.04 .3023
▼Coopfath 2.46 2 .18 - .95 . 3471
▼Nurself 5 . 68 6 . 44 1. 65 . 1057
▼Nurmother 5.21 4 . 78 - . 71 . 4838
▼Nurfather 5. 08 5 . 94 - .28 . 7774
Teethself . 03 . 06 .46 . 6487
Teethmoth . 00 . 11 2 . 02 . 0486*
Teethfath . 00 . 06 1.19 .2395
Armexself . 12 . 06 - . 71 . 4797
Armexmoth . 06 . 11 . 6 6 . 5104
Armexfath .21 .35 1.02 .3152
▼ Rel.size . 03 . 11 1.20 .2375
Numberdm 4 . 85 5 . 17 . 77 . 4428
▼OrientFM . 83 . 88 .43 . 6712
▼OrientFS . 83 . 88 .43 . 6712
▼OrientMF I. 00 . 94 -1.19 .2395
▼OrientMS . 94 . 72 -2 .27 . 0278*
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Table 48--Continued
▼OrientSM .85 .89 .35 . 7243
▼OrientSF . 79 . 88 . 75 . 4597
3arrierSM 1.82 1. 00 -1.97 . 0545
3arrierSF 1.38 1.47 .22 . 8299
3arrierMF 1. 00 1.35 . 74 . 4627
LiningStm .06 .22 1.77 . 0822
LiningTop .06 . 17 1.25 .2172
Compart . 12 . 17 . 48 . 6303
Encaps .29 .33 .29 . 7760
Undlinfig . 03 .22 2 .32 . 0248*
Birdeyevw .06 .06 - . 05 .9626
▼Lik-to-Lv 1.50 1.78 1. 04 .3012
Animals .09 .22 1.34 . 1849
Soutdoor .24 .39 1.16 .2533
* indicates significance at .05
df=39 where father KFD is missing. 50% plus n=17; less 
than 50% n=24
Activity Level of Mother. Table 48 indicates that 
the mean score of Activity Level of Mother is significantly 
higher in the pictures drawn by children who are 50% or 
more Native American.
Teeth Mother. The t-test for significance reveals 
that children who are 50% or more Native American drew 
their mother more often with teeth. For this sample, there 
were no teeth present in the KFD's of children who are of 
less than 5 0% Native American ancestry, and only two from 
the other group.
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Orientation Between Mother and Self. The group of 
children with less than 50% Native American ancestry- 
obtained a higher mean score on the variable Orientation 
3etween Mother and Self. This means that these children 
more often drew their mother not facing themselves than did 
the group of children with 50% or more Native American 
ancestry.
Underlining Figures. This is the only style variable 
that is significantly different between the two groups of 
Native American children. Children who are 5 0% or more 
Native American more often underlined figures in their 
pictures than did Native American children who are less 
than 50% Native American, though neither group included 
much underlining.
Summary o f  H y p o t h e s i s  5
The results of the t-tests revealed four significant 
differences between means scores on the KFDs of groups of 
Native American children who are 5 0% or more Native 
American and those that are less than 50% Native American. 
Three variables involved the mother figure; one variable 
was stylistic.
With 4 of the 41 comparisons (9.8%) yielding 
significant differences, hypothesis 5 was rejected.
Hypothesis 6
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There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American 
children who are the only, oldest, middle, or youngest in 
their families.
A n a l y s i s  6
This hypothesis was tested by one-way analysis of 
variance. Table 49 shows the mean score, F ratio, and 
probability for the four groups of Native American children 
regarding birth order: only, oldest, middle, and youngest.
Analysis of Variance revealed only one variable that 
was significantly different between the birth order groups. 
The mean Number of Persons Drawn was significantly larger 
for the group of children who are middle children. This 
variable reflects more on the actual composition of the 
family rather than a particular characteristic of drawing. 
Logically, it can be assumed or hypothesized that a child 
who has older and younger brothers and sisters will indeed 
draw more people in their picture than children who are the 
oldest or only child. The second mean in this group is the 
youngest child, again assuming a larger family size by 
position of the birth order.
S u m m a r y  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  6
The results of the one-way analysis revealed only one 
significant difference between mean scores on the KFDs of
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Table 49
Analysis of Variance Between Birth Order












Actself 2 . 00 2.13 1.95 2 .40 .56 . 6440
Actmother 2 .00 2 . 00 1.90 2.40 .20 .8964
Actfather 2 .00 1.83 1. 81 2.00 . 13 .9444
Ascself 1.50 1.13 . 84 1.40 . 63 .5988
Ascmother . 00 .88 .47 . 60 . 66 .5826
Ascfather .00 . 75 .56 . 64 .34 . 7940
▼ Contmself 6.00 4 .44 4 . 89 4.73 .47 . 7035
▼Commother 6.00 5 .00 5.05 5.27 .27 .8480
▼Commfathr 5 .50 4.58 5 .13 5.27 . 42 .7365
▼Coopself 3 .00 2.00 2 .32 2 .47 .52 . 6711
▼Coopmoth 2 .50 1.94 2 . 05 2 .47 . 78 .5089
▼Coopfath 3 .00 2 . 08 2.50 2 .18 .59 . 6251
▼Nurself 7.00 5 .88 6.37 5.33 1. 47 .2354
▼Nurmother 3.50 5 .00 4.90 5 .53 . 67 .5742
▼Nurfather 7.00 6 .17 6 . 00 5 .73 .41 .7461
Teethself . 00 .06 . 00 . 07 . 45 . 7207
Teethmoth . 00 . 06 . 00 .07 . 45 . 7207
Teethfath .00 .08 . 00 .00 . 79 .5056
Armexself . 00 .25 .05 .00 2 . 32 .0873
Armexmoth .00 .13 . 05 .07 .27 .3456
Armexfath .50 .25 .25 .27 . 18 .9080
▼ Rel.size .00 .13 . 00 . 07 . 86 .4703
Numberdm 3 .00 4.38 5.95 4.60 3 .37 .0001*
▼OrientFM 1.00 .83 .94 . 73 . 87 .4675
▼OrientFS 1.00 . 75 .94 . 82 . 76 .5226
▼OrientMF 1. 00 1. 00 .94 1.00 .50 .6837
▼OrientMS 1.00 .88 . 79 .93 .59 . 6227
▼OrientSM 1.00 .31 .90 .87 .26 .3528















▼OrientSF 1.00 . 75 .88 .82 .37 . 7760
3arrierSM . 00 1.50 1.47 1.87 .99 .4063
BarrierSF . 50 1.42 .56 1.82 2.16 .1089
3arrierMF 1.30 1.15 1.25 .28 1.94 .1395
LiningBtm .50 . 00 .21 .07 2 .50 . 0709
LiningTop . 00 . 06 . 11 .13 .21 .8880
Compart . 00 . 06 .26 .07 1.45 .2406
Encaps . 00 .50 .26 .20 1.58 .2076
Undlinfig .00 . 06 . 11 .13 .21 .8880
Birdeyevw . 00 . 06 . 05 .07 .05 .9852
▼Lik-to-Lv 1.50 1.50 1.58 1.73 . 17 .9143
Animals .50 .06 .11 .20 1.22 .3110
Soutdoor .50 .31 .21 .33 .37 . 7715
* indicates significance at .05 level.
df=3,37 for KFDs without father figure: 01dest=12;
Middle=16; 0nly=2; Youngest=ll
groups of Native American children by birth order: only, 
oldest, middle, and youngest. The variable involved was 
the Number of Persons in Picture. Interpretability is 
limited unless correlated with accurate information 
regarding actual persons living in the home. Logically, 
the number of persons drawn by the middle child is 
significantly greater than those drawn by oldest and only 
children. Thus, the null hypothesis was retained.
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Hypothesis 7
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variable of Native American 
children with different amounts of exposure to Native 
American cultural events.
A n a l y s i s  7
Table 50 shows the means, t-scores, and probabilities 
for the two groups of Native American children in regard to 
children who are exposed to cultural events approximately 
twice a year or more and those who participate in Native 
American cultural events about once a year or less.
For four variables, there is a significant difference 
between the groups. These are presented one at a time.
Communication Level of Mother. Table 50 indicates 
that the mean score of Communication Level of Mother is 
significantly higher in the pictures drawn by children who 
attend Native American cultural events once a year or less. 
This means that these children tended to draw their mother 
in a less communicating manner.
Relative Size of Figures. The t-test for 
significance reveals that children who participate in 
Native American cultural events less frequently tended to 
draw family figures relatively more accurately in 
proportion to the other figures in the picture, while the 
majority of both groups drew an accurate picture.
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Table 50 
t-tests Between GrouDS Who Attend Cultural Events More or
Less Frecruentlv






Actself 2 .00 2 .19 .64 .5272
Actmother 2 .00 1.97 - . 14 .8870
Actfather 1. 79 1.93 .50 . 6195
Ascself 1.06 1.14 .20 . 8388
Ascmother .38 . 72 1.10 .2757
Ascfather .36 . 74 1.20 .2352
▼Commself 4.50 4.86 . 64 .5251
▼Commother 4 .38 5 .47 2.37 . 0217*
▼Commfathr 4.57 5.26 1.28 .2098
▼Coopself 1.81 2.31 1.28 .2062
▼Coopmoth 1.88 2.28 1.28 .2070
▼Coopfath 1.86 2.56 1.94 . 0591
▼Nurself 5 .63 6 .08 .94 .3532
▼Nurmother 5 .19 5.00 - .30 . 7665
▼Nurfather 5 . 71 6.19 .92 .3651
Teethself . 06 . 03 - .59 . 5570
Teethmoth .06 . 03 - .59 .5570
Teethfath . 07 .00 -1.41 . 1678
Armexself . 06 .11 .54 . 5918
Armexmoth . 06 .08 .26 . 7995
Armexfath .29 .26 - .17 . 8605
▼Rel.size . 19 .00 -2.83 . 0068*
Wumberdm 4 . 75 5.06 . 73 .4685
▼OrientFM . 79 . 39 . 87 .3381
▼OrientFS . 79 .89 .87 .3881
▼OrientMF .93 1. 00 1.41 . 1678
▼OrientMS . 75 .92 1.64 . 1082
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Variable More freq Less freq t Prob.
n=16 n= 36 df = 50
▼OrientSM .31 .39 . 73 .4 662
▼OrientSF . 71 .39 1.41 .1668
3arrierSM . 75 1 .89 2 . 73 . 0088*
3arrierSF 1. 64 1 .30 - .76 .4521
SarrierMF 1.57 .93 -1.33 . 1927
LiningBtm .19 .08 -1.08 .2869
LiningTop .19 .06 -1.49 . 1418
Compart . 19 .11 - .73 .4662
Sncaps .38 .28 - .69 .4929
Undlinfig .25 .03 -2 . 62 .0115*
Birdeyevw . 13 .03 -1.39 .1717
▼ Lik-to-Lv 1. 63 1 .58 - .14 .8810
Animals . 19 .11 - .73 .4662
Soutdoor .44 .22 -1.59 .1183
* indicates significance at .05 level
df=39 for KFDs with father figure missing. More freq=14; 
Less freq=27
Barriers Between Mother and Self. The group of 
children who attend Native American cultural events less 
frequently obtained a higher mean score on the variable 
3arrier between Mother and Self. This suggests that these 
children more often drew an object or another person 
between their mother and themselves than did the group of 
children with more frequent participation in NA cultural 
events.
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Underlining Figures. This is the only style variable 
that is significantly different between the two groups of 
Native American children, while few of either group 
underlined figures. Children, who more frequently attend 
NA cultural events, more often underlined figures in their 
pictures than did Native American children whose attendance 
at NA events is one year or less.
S u i n m a r y  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  7
The results of the t-tests revealed four significant 
differences between mean scores on the KFDs of groups of 
Native American children who attended NA cultural events 
more frequently and less frequently. Two variables 
involved the mother figure; one variable was stylistic.
The fourth variable was the Relative Size variable.
With 4 of 41 variables (9.8%) showing significant 
differences, the null hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 8
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian children.
A n a l y s i s  8
Table 51 shows the mean, the value of t, and the 
probability of the KFDs of Native American and Caucasian 
children.
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Table 51







Actself 2 .23 2 .13 - . 51 . 6115
Actmother 2.01 1.98 - .22 .8282
Actfather 2.26 1. 88 -1.90 .0599
Ascself .54 1.12 3 .17 . 0019*
Ascmother .44 . 62 1.10 .2727
Ascfather .56 . 61 .28 . 7727
▼Commself 4.51 4 . 75 . 76 .4465
▼Commother 4 .44 5 .13 2 . 32 .0220*
▼Commfathr 4.30 5 . 02 2 .11 . 0367*
▼Coopself 1.95 2.15 . 88 .3823
▼Coopmoth 1.80 2 .15 1. 75 . 0813
▼Coopfath 1.79 2 . 32 2 .18 . 0306*
▼Nurself 6 .14 5.94 - . 85 .3954
▼Nurmother 5.37 5 . 06 - . 99 .3206
▼Nurfather 5.37 5 . 02 2 . 04 . 0432*
Teethself .06 . 04 - .51 . 6105
Teethmoth . 06 . 04 - . 51 . 6105
Teethfath .06 . 02 - . 91 .3630
Armexself . 11 . 10 - . 19 . 8531
Armexmoth . 07 .08 .22 . 8263
Armexfath . 14 .27 1. 73 .0852
▼Rel.size . 09 . 06 - . 63 .5270
Numberdrn 4 . 63 4.96 1. 57 . 1173
▼OrientFM .86 . 35 - . 00 .9758
▼OrientFS . 86 . 35 - . 00 .9758
▼OrientMF .80 .98 2 . 66 . 0087*
▼OrientMS . 83 . 37 . 62 .5401
▼OrientSM . 84 .37 . 47 . 6404
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.








▼OrientSF . 34 . 83 - . 08 .9342
3arrierSM 1.61 1.54 - .26 .7930
BarrierSF 1.51 1.41 - .33 . 7391
3arrierMF 1.30 1.15 - .53 .5973
LiningBtm . 05 . 12 1.55 . 1232
LiningTop . 02 . 10 2.21 . 0287*
Compart . 10 .20 .93 . 3540
Sncaps .20 .32 - . 13 . 9037
Undlinfig .05 .10 1.15 .2506
Birdeyevw .06 .06 . 00 1.0000
▼ Lik-to-Lv 1.43 1.60 1.29 . 1998
Animals .23 . 13 -1.42 . 1580
Soutdoor .36 .29 - . 84 . 4038
* indicates significance at the .05 level
df=136 for KFDs missing Father figure. NA n=41; Cauc. n=97
For seven variables, there is a significant 
difference in the means between the Native American group 
and the Caucasian group. Hach variable is discussed 
individually.
Figure Ascendence Self. The t-test of significance 
indicates that Caucasian children more often drew 
themselves in the middle half of their pictures, while 
Native American children often drew themselves toward the 
top or bottom portion of the picture.
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Communication Level of Mother. The t-test indicates 
that the mean scores of Native American children's 
communicating variable of mother is higher than the 
Caucasian group. This result signifies that Caucasian 
children portrayed their mother as more communicating than 
did Native American children.
Communication Level of Father. Similarly, the t-test 
indicates that the mean score of Native American children's 
communicating variable of father is higher than for the 
Caucasian group. This result indicates that Caucasian 
children portrayed their father as more communicating than 
did Native American children.
Cooperation Level of Father. The Caucasian children 
drew their fathers engaged in more cooperative activity 
than did Native American children.
Figure Nurturing of Father. T-tests also indicate 
lower means on nurturing father variable for Caucasian 
children. This suggests that Caucasian children showed 
their father engaging in more nurturing activity than did 
Native American children.
Orientation Between Mother and Father. The results 
of the t-test indicate that the NA group obtained a 
significantly higher mean score on the variable Orientation 
Between Mother and Father. This result signifies that in
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Che NA children's drawings, Che mocher was less frequently 
facing che facher figure chan in che Caucasian children's 
drawings.
Lining ac Top. While neicher group included much 
lining ac che cop, che Caucasian group obcained a lower 
mean score, indicacing chac Chis group included lining ac 
che cop of cheir piccure less frequencly chan did che 
Nacive American group.
S u m m a r y  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  8
The resulCs of Che c-cest for Hypochesis 8 revealed 
seven significant differences (17.1%) between mean scores 
on che KFDs of Native American and Caucasian children. Of 
che seven variables, four of chem involved che facher 
figure: Communicacion, Cooperacion, Nurcuring, and
Oriencacion Between Mocher and Facher. Two variables dealc 
with placement of figures: Figure Ascendence Self and
Orientation Between Mother and Father. There was also a 
significant difference between che Communicacion Level of 
Mother between che two groups. Lining at Top was che only 
style variable chac achieved significance difference. Two 
variables reached significance at che .01 level. The null 
hypothesis was rejected.
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Hypothesis 9
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian children at different age levels.
Analysis 9
Once again, the t-tests of the significance of the 
difference between means of independent groups was used to 
compare the means of Native American and Caucasian children 
at different age levels. The sample was divided into three 
age levels: 6-8 years, 9-11 years, and 12-14 years.
Tables 52-54 list the means, t-scores, and probability for 
each of these age groups.
As Table 52 shows, there is only one variable that 
achieved a significant difference in the means between the 
Native American and Caucasian 6 - 8 - year-olds. This 
variable, Figure Nurturing of Father, was significantly 
higher for the Native American group, indicating that these 
children drew their fathers in less nurturing activities 
than did Caucasian children.
The t-test revealed two variables of significance in 
the comparison of Native American and Caucasian 9- to 11- 
year-olds. Each variable is discussed individually.
Figure Ascendence Self. The t-test of significance 
indicates that Native American children drew themselves
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Table 52








Actself 2.26 2 .43 .66 .5148
Actmother 2 .14 2 .14 .00 1. 0000
Actfather 2.37 2 . 07 - .96 .3397
Ascself . 69 1.19 1.54 . 1291
As another . 55 . 71 .60 .5531
Ascfather .68 .27 -1.39 . 1691
▼Commself 4 .45 4 .52 .14 . 8889
▼Commother 4 .57 5 .14 1.24 .2216
▼Commfathr 4.34 5 . 00 1.15 .2569
▼Coopself 1.90 2 .14 . 64 .5246
▼Coopmoth 1.83 2 .10 .82 . 4114
▼Coopfath 1.87 2.47 1.61 . 1144
▼Nurself 6.07 6.24 .47 . 6419
▼Nurmother 5 .24 4 . 67 -1.13 .2628
▼Nurfather 5 .18 5.47 2.39 . 0204*
Teethself . 02 . 00 - . 71 . 4840
Teethmoth . 05 . 05 .00 1.0000
Teethfath .03 .00 - .62 .5350
Armexself . 10 . 10 .00 1.0000
Armexmoth . 00 . 05 1.42 . 1590
Armexfath . 13 .27 1.17 .2463
▼Rel.size . 12 . 10 - .28 . 7811
Numberdrn 4 . 64 4 .86 . 59 .4924
▼OrientFM .92 .37 - . 60 . 5507
▼OrientFS .92 .87 - . 60 .5507
▼OrientMF . 39 1.00 1.34 . 1984
▼OrientMS .38 .90 .28 . 7811









▼OrientSM . 93 .90 - .33 . 7466
▼OrientSF . 89 .93 .42 . 6722
BarrierSM 1. 62 1. 67 . 11 .9107
BarrierSF 1.39 2.20 1. 73 .0905
BarrierMF 1.26 1.40 .28 . 7789
LiningBtm . 05 . 10 .72 .4730
LiningTop .02 . 10 1.25 .2158
Compart . 10 . 14 .56 .5780
Encaps .24 . 19 - .42 . 6743
Undlinfig . 05 . 10 . 72 .4730
Birdeyevw . 02 . 00 - . 70 .4840
▼Lik-to-Lv 1.36 1.52 .68 .4973
Animals . 17 . 14 - .24 .8111
Soutdcor .29 .29 .00 1. 0000
* indicates 
df=51 where
significance at the 
father KFD figure is
.05 level 
missing. Cauc. n=3 8;
n=15
coward Che top or bottom portion of the picture more often 
than did the Caucasian children of this age group.
Lining at To p . This style variable was evident in 
the pictures of Native American children more often than in 
the Caucasian KFDs, though very little in either group.
In comparing Native American and Caucasian children's 
drawings from the age group 12-14 years, once again, only
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Table 53
t- tests Between Native American and Caucasian bv Acre
GrouDS: 9-11 yrs
Variable Cauc. NA t Prob.
n=32 n=16 df=46
Actself 2 .13 2 . 00 - .35 . 7338
Actmother 1.97 2.06 .37 . 7148
Actfather 2.23 1.85 - .95 . 3463
Ascself .38 1.44 3.57 . 0008*
Ascmother .47 . 81 1.17 .2483
Ascfather . 74 1. 00 .70 .4863
▼Commself 4.56 5 . 00 .30 .4296
▼Commother 4 .25 5 .25 1.78 . 0818
▼Commfathr 4 .13 4 . 69 .90 .3726
▼Coopself 2 .19 2 .19 .00 1.0000
▼Coopmoth 1.72 2 . 06 .92 . 3655
▼Coopfath 1.94 2 . 00 .14 . 8894
▼Nurself 6 .44 5 . 94 -1.15 .2562
▼Nurmother 5.25 4 .56 -1.18 .2432
▼Nurfather 5 .32 5.46 .22 . 8283
Teethself .09 . 06 - .36 . 7190
Teethmoth . 06 .06 .00 1.0000
Teethfath . 10 . 08 - .20 . 8391
Armexself . 13 . 13 .00 1.0000
Armexmoth .13 . 13 .00 1.0000
Armexfath . 13 .31 1.40 . 1685
▼Rel.size . 06 . 00 -1.01 .3173
Numberdrn 4 . 75 5 . 00 .62 .5389
▼OrientFM .87 . 77 - .83 . 4117
▼OrientFS .84 . 35 .06 .9523
▼OrientMF . 74 .92 1.36 . 1822
▼OrientMS .34 . 31 - .26 . 7897
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▼OrientSM .88 . 81 - . 57 .5727
▼OrientSF .90 . 85 - .53 .5965
BarrierSM 1.88 1.81 - .14 . 8936
BarrierSF 1.94 1.08 -1.79 . 0812
BarrierMF 1.55 1.15 - . 71 .4790
LiningBtm .06 . 19 1.33 . 1890
LiningTop .00 . 13 2 . 09 . 0419*
Compart .13 . 13 .00 1.0000
Sncaps .34 .31 - .21 . 8330
Undlinfig .06 .06 .00 1.0000
Birdeyevw .03 .06 .50 . 6185
▼ Lik-to-Lv 1.50 1.56 .37 . 7124
Animals .28 .13 -1.21 .2335
Soutdoor .34 .38 .20 . 8354
* indicates significance at the .05 level
df=42 where father KFD variables are missing. Cauc. n=31; 
NA n=13
two variables reached a significant difference in their 
means. These variables are discussed individually.
Cooperation Level of Father. The Native American 
sample obtained a significantly higher mean score on the 
variable of Cooperation Level of Father. This results 
indicates that Native American children between the ages of 
12-14 years drew their father in less cooperating
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Table 54








Actself 2.30 1.87 -1.11 .2750
Actmother 1.87 1.67 - . 80 .4275
Actfather 2 .14 1.69 -1.32 . 1938
Ascself .50 .67 .57 .5720
Ascmother .27 .27 . 00 1.0000
Ascfather . 18 . 62 1. 77 .0852
▼Commself 4.53 4.80 .44 .6621
▼Commother 4.47 5 . 00 .94 .3508
▼Commfathr 4 .43 5.38 1.55 .1238
▼Coopself 1.77 2 .13 . 84 .4088
▼Coopmoth 1.83 2.33 1.30 .2001
▼Coopfath 1.54 2.46 2 .18 .0350*
▼Nurself 5.93 5 .53 - .88 .3858
▼Nurmother 5 . 67 6 .13 .98 .3298
▼Nurfather 5 . 68 6.08 . 84 .4035
Teethself .07 .07 .00 1.000
Teethmoth . 07 . 00 -1.01 .3173
Teethfath .07 .00 - .97 .3354
Armexself . 10 .07 - .36 . 7187
Armexmoth . 10 . 07 - .36 . 7187
Armexfath . 18 .23 .39 . 7034
▼Rel.size .07 .07 .00 1.0000
Numberdrn 4.50 5 .07 1.44 . 1566
▼OrientFM . 75 .92 1.30 .2025
▼OrientFS . 79 .85 .45 .6593
▼OrientMF . 75 1.00 2 .23 . 0492*
▼OrientMS . 73 .37 1.00 .3215









▼OrientSM . 67 . 87 1.43 . 1597
▼OrientSF .68 . 69 .10 .9321
3arrierSM 1.30 1. 07 - .54 .5941
BarrierSF 1.18 . 85 - .83 .4127
3arrierMF 1.07 . 85 - .49 . 6277
LiningBtm . 03 . 07 .50 . 6186
LiningTop . 03 . 07 .50 . 6186
Compart . 03 . 13 1.26 .2138
Encaps .40 .47 .42 . 6780
Undlinfig . 03 . 13 1.26 .2138
3irdeyevw . 13 .13 .00 1.0000
▼Lik-to-Lv 1.47 1.73 1.22 .2275
Animals .27 . 13 -1.00 . 3215





at the .05 
is missing:
level 
: NA n=13; Cauc. n=2 8
activities than did Caucasian children in the same age 
group.
Orientation Between Mother and Father. The results 
of the t-test indicate that the NA group of 12 -14-year-olds 
obtained a significantly higher mean score on the variable 
Orientation Between Mother and Father. This result 
signifies that in the NA children's drawings, the mother 
was less frequently facing the father figure than in the 
Caucasian children's drawings.
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Summary of Hypothesis 9
Hypothesis 9 was analyzed by t-tests within three 
different age groups: 6-8 years, 9-11 years, and 12-14
years. The means of Native American and Caucasian KFD 
variables were compared. The t-tests revealed only one 
significant variable that obtained a significant difference 
between means scores at the youngest age group, 6-8. Two 
variables obtained significance in each of the two older 
age groups. With only 5 of 123 differences (4%) achieving 
significance at the .05 level, these could be considered as 
potential type 1 errors. Hence the null hypothesis was 
retained.
Hypothesis 10
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian male and female children.
A n a l y s i s  1 0
The t-test was again used to compare the means of 
female and male Native American and Caucasian children.
The analysis was performed in two parts. Tables 55 and 56 
list the means, t values, and probability for each of these 
groups.
In comparing the KFD variables of female Native 
American and Caucasian children, three variables achieved a
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Table 55







Actself 2.33 1.89 -1.87 . 0658
Actmother 1.96 2 . 00 .20 . 8438
Actfather 2.33 1.90 -1.39 .1693
Ascself .57 1.19 2.31 . 0233*
As another .52 . 78 1.11 .2721
Ascfather . 61 .57 - .14 . 8882
▼Commself 4 .42 4 . 67 .54 . 5924
▼Commother 4.35 4.89 1.26 .2119
▼Commfathr 4 .25 5 . 00 1.58 . 1187
▼Coopself 1.96 1.96 . 00 1.0000
▼Coopmoth 1.81 1.96 .52 . 6071
▼Coopfath 1.86 2 .24 1.16 .2518
▼Nurself 6 . 02 5 . 74 - .79 .4297
▼Nurmother 5.39 4 .93 -1.13 .2754
▼Nurfather 5 .47 6 .14 1.57 . 1213
Teethself . 02 . 07 1.24 .2170
Teethmoth . 00 . 04 1.42 . 1586
Teethfath .02 . 05 .65 . 5177
Armexself . 04 . 11 1.30 . 1962
Armexmoth .06 . 11 . 89 .3744
Armexfath .08 .29 2.37 . 0206*
▼Rel.size . 10 . 07 - .28 . 7831
Numberdrn 4 . 63 4 . 70 - .28 . 7830
▼OrientFM .90 .36 - .54 .5885
▼OrientFS .92 .90 - .23 . 8177
▼OrientMF .36 1. 00 1.80 .0758
▼OrientMS . 33 .81 - .20 . 8379
▼OrientSM . 39 . 31 - .91 .3652
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▼OrientSF . 82 . 84 . 14 .3903
BarrierSM 1.33 1.56 .61 .5435
BarrierSF 1.37 1.38 .00 .9817
BarrierMF 1.04 . 67 -1.01 .3141
LiningBtm . 02 . 15 2.33 . 0222*
liningTop . 02 .07 1.24 .2170
Compart . 07 .07 .00 1.0000
Encaps . 43 .30 -1.13 .2634
Undlinfig . 04 . 11 1.30 .1962
3irdeyevw . 06 .07 .32 . 7478
▼ Lik-to- Lv 1.33 1.30 - .22 .8292
Animals .24 .19 - .56 .5764







father figure. Cauc . n=51; N.
significant difference in their means according to the
test. These variables are discussed one at a time.
Ficrure Ascendence Self. Native American girls tended 
to draw themselves toward the top or bottom portion of the 
picture more often than did the Caucasian girls.
Arm Extension Father. Native American females 
obtained a higher mean score on the variable Arm Extension 
of the Father figure. This indicates that Native American 
females drew their fathers with an arm extension more
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Table 56







Actself 2 .12 2.40 .95 .3443
Actmother 2 .06 1.96 - .53 .5997
Actfather 2 .17 1.85 -1.28 .2053
Ascself .50 1.04 2 .14 .0357*
As another .36 .44 .39 .6990
Ascfather .50 . 65 .57 .5715
▼Commself 4 . 60 4. 84 . 54 .5931
▼Commother 4 .54 5.40 2 . 05 . 0441*
▼Commfathr 4.35 5.05 1.38 . 1728
▼Coopself 1.94 2.36 1.26 .2107
▼Coopmoth 1.78 2.36 2 . 02 .0471*
▼Coopfath 1.72 2.40 1.91 .0608
▼Nurself 6.28 6.16 - .37 . 7052
▼Nurmother 5 .34 5 .20 - .30 . 7607
▼Nurfather 5.26 5.90 1.32 . 1910
Teethself . 10 . 00 -1. 64 . 1044
Teethmoth . 12 . 04 -1.12 .2676
Teethfath . 11 . 00 -1.54 . 1290
Armexself .18 . 08 -1.15 .2544
Armexmoth .08 . 04 - .65 .5192
Armexfath .22 .25 .28 . 7756
▼Rel.size .08 . 04 - . 65 .5192
Numberdrn 4 . 64 5 .24 1.88 . 0643
▼OrientFM .30 . 85 . 44 . 6644
▼OrientFS . 78 . 30 . 14 . 3762
▼OrientMF . 74 .95 2 . 01 . 0487*
▼OrientMS . 32 .92 1.15 .2544
▼OrientSM .78 .92 1.51 . 1346
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▼OrientSF . 85 .85 . 02 .9823
BarrierSM 1.90 1.52 -1.07 .2870
3arrierSF 1.65 1.45 - .50 . 6206
BarrierMF 1.59 1.65 . 14 . 8848
LiningBtm .08 .08 . 00 1. 0000
LiningTop . 02 . 12 1. 83 . 0708
Compart . 10 .20 1.20 .2354
Encaps .20 .32 1.14 .2573
Undlinfig . 06 .08 .32 . 7475
3irdeyevw . 06 . 04 - .36 . 7208
▼Lik-to-Lv 1.54 1.92 2 .14 . 0355*
Animals .22 .08 -1.51 . 1347
Soutdoor .32 .24 - . 71 .4799
* indicates significance at .05 level
df=64 where KFD is missing Father figure. Cauc. n=46; NA 
n=20
frequently than did Caucasian females, though neither group 
did so very frequently.
Lining at Bottom. This style variable, while rare m  
both groups, was evident in the pictures of Native American 
females more often than in the Caucasian females' KFDs.
In comparing Native American and Caucasian males' 
drawings, five variables reached a significant difference 
in their means. These variables are discussed 
individually.
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Figure Ascendence Self. The t-test of significance 
indicates that Native American males drew themselves toward 
the top or bottom portion of the picture more often than 
did the Caucasian males.
Communication Level of Mother. The t-test indicates 
that the mean scores of Native American males' 
communicating variable of mother was higher than the 
Caucasian group. This results signifies that Caucasian 
males portrayed their mother as more communicating than did 
Native American children.
Cooperation Level of Mother. The Native American 
sample obtained a significantly higher mean score on the 
variable of Cooperation of the Mother Figure. This result 
indicates that Native American males drew their mother in 
less cooperative activities than did Caucasian males.
Orientation Between Mother and Father. The results 
of the t-test indicate that the NA group of boys obtained a 
significantly higher mean score on the variable Orientation 
Between Mother and Father. This result signifies that in 
the NA boys' drawings, the mother was less frequently 
facing the father figure than in the Caucasian boys' 
drawings.
Like-to-Live-in-Family. For this variable, more of a 
gestalt-type rating, the Native American male group 
obtained a significantly higher mean score. This indicates
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that the Native American KFDs drawn by males were more 
likely to receive a lower rating of Like-to-Live in their 
family.
S u m m a r y  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  1 0
Hypothesis 10 was analyzed by t-tests of two groups, 
female and male. The means of Native American and 
Caucasian KFD variables were compared. The t-test revealed 
that three significant variables (7.3%) obtained a 
significant difference between means scores in the female 
group. These variables were: Figure Ascendence Self, Arm 
Extension Father, Lining at Bottom. Five variables (9.8%) 
obtained significance in the male group: Figure Ascendence 
Self, Cooperation Level of Mother, Communication Level of 
Mother, Orientation Between Mother and Father, and Like-to- 
Live-in-Family. Because the number of significant 
variables exceeds 5%, Hypothesis 10 was rejected.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents the summary, conclusions of the 
study, implications of the findings, and recommendations 
for further research. The summary includes a statement of 
the problem, brief review of the literature, and the 
purpose of the study. Methodology used in the study is 
reviewed, including the sampling and instrumentation. The 
significant findings of the research are detailed and 
implications and recommendations are listed.
Summary
Statement of the Problem
Research on how Native American (NA) children 
perceive their families and the manner in which their 
perceptions are reflected in their family drawings is 
lacking. There also has been no study that compares Native 
American and Caucasian family drawings. Although 
preliminary use of the KFD is showing much promise in 
multicultural applications, normative, descriptive, 
comparative, and validative research on the Kinetic Family
132
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Drawings of Native American children has not been 
completed.
Overview of Literature
Much of the literature reviewed made generalizations 
concerning traditional Native American values, even though 
this is inadvisable because of the great diversity of the 
Native American people (Everett et a l ., 1983; Sage, 1991) . 
In traditional Native American culture, harmony and balance 
with nature were characterized by a reverence for life 
(Byrde, 1971; Herring, 1989; Pepper, 1985). Communication 
patterns were also different from the typical Anglo- 
American culture, with preference for nonverbal 
communication styles (Mitchum, 1989; Pepper, 1976; Sage, 
1991; Sue & Sue, 1977b).
Family values have included the concept of sharing 
(Byrde, 1971; Spang, 1971) and group-orientation and 
cooperation (Byrde, 1971; Daniels, 1988; Little Soldier, 
1985; Mitchum, 1989; Sue & Sue, 1977b). An extended family 
orientation has also been a traditional part of the Native 
American family (Little Soldier, 1985; Pepper, 1976).
Generalizing about the Native American family in 
today's society is an even more difficult task. The issue 
of assimilation-acculturation to the dominant society is a 
crucial factor in understanding any minority group (Sage, 
1991, Sue i Morishima, 1982; Thomason, 1991) . Little 
Soldier (1985) described the acculturation of the Native
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American as a continuum ranging from 'traditional 
orientation' to 'assimilated.' Many Native Americans 
today have never lived on a reservation, live in urban 
settings, and have life styles that are similar to their 
neighbors (Thomason, 1991).
In 1970, B u m s  and Kaufman developed the Kinetic 
Family Drawing (KFD), a projective technique based on how 
children draw their families. B u m s  utilized a scoring 
procedure using approximately 80 variables; however, 
several other objective scoring procedures have been 
developed using both quantitative and qualitative methods 
(McPhee Sc Wegner, 1976; Mostkoff & Lazarus, 19 83; Myers, 
1978; O'Brien & Patton, 1974; Tharinger & Stark, 1990).
High interscorer reliabilities have been achieved for 
scoring KFD variables (Cummings, 1980; Conant, 1988;
Jordan, 1985; Mostkoff & Lazarus, 1983).
Numerous validity studies have been conducted 
contributing complicated and sometimes contradictory 
results (Acosta, 1989; McGregor, 1978; McPhee & Wegner, 
1976; Myers, 1978; Sims, 1974) . Tharinger and Stark (1990) 
concluded that the KFD could not be used as a screening 
instrument for children with mental health problems, while 
Conant (1988) found some construct validity in her study.
Cross-cultural studies using the KFD have been 
conducted in many countries including Canada, Great 
3ritain, Germany, Holland, Philippines, Japan, and Taiwan
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(Bums, 1982 ; Cabacungan, 1985; Cho, 1987; Ledesma, 1979) . 
Similarly, studies with minority groups within the United 
States have been conducted with Black, Hispanic, and 
Lebanese children (Chartouni, 1992; Shaw, 1989; Vazquez, 
1981) .
The Semantic Differential (SD) technique was 
developed by Osgood in 1957, and is useful in a wide 
variety of research applications (Emmerson & Neely, 1988). 
Piotrowski's (19 83) research indicated that semantic 
differential scales could be utilized as a reliable measure 
of self-concept, and many studies have validated the use of 
the semantic differential (Burke & Tully, 1977; Osgood et 
al., 1957; Piotrowski, 1983).
Cross-cultural studies have used the SD to validate 
the Kinetic Family Drawing as a measure of self-concept 
with school-aged children (Cho, 1987; Shaw, 1989). 
Researchers have utilized the Semantic Differential with 
Native American populations (Bothwell, 1988; Maclay & Ware, 
1961). Lefley (1973) administered a SD to Miccosukee and 
Seminole children to assess self-concept, self - acceptance, 
and perceived parental and peer evaluation, while Riner 
(1977) and Beuke (1978) also used a SD to measure similar 
attitudes in different tribes.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was (1) to validate the 
KFDs of Native American children as an appropriate 
instrument for use with Native American children; and (2) 
compare Native American children's family drawings with 
family drawings of Caucasian children.
Methodology
A correlational research design was used to determine 
the validity of the Kinetic Family Drawing for Native 
American children using the Semantic Differential Family 
Scale as a criterion measure. A comparative analysis was 
also completed between the Kinetic Family Drawing Variables 
of various subgroups of the Native American sample and also 
between KFD variables of Native American and Caucasian 
children.
S a m p l i n g
The Native American subjects for this study were 
children from ages 6 through 14 years who were enrolled on 
Native American tribal rolls. All the children in the 
Native American sample belonged to either the Potawatomi 
Nation of Indians--Pckagon 3and from southwestern Michigan, 
or from one of the New York Iroquois nations (Seneca, 
Oneida, Onondaga, or Mohawk). There were 27 female and 25 
male children in the Native American sample, with 52 in the 
total group. The Caucasian group was randomly selected
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from 541 KFDs collected from the southern Michigan area 
(Rodgers, 19S2). The Caucasian group consisted of 104 
children, matched to the Native American sample by age and 
sex.
I n s tr u m e n t a t i o n
This study utilized two instruments: (1) the Kinetic
Family Drawing and (2) a Semantic Differential Family 
Scale. The Kinetic Family Drawing was the instrument to be 
validated and used for comparisons. The scoring system 
mainly employed Bums' (19 82) variables, with some 
modifications in the scoring procedures. Of the 80 
variables identified by Burns and Kaufman, 41 variables 
were selected. An additional 4 original variables were 
included, raising the total to 45 variables scored on each 
KFD. All 15 6 KFDs were scored by the researcher.
The following variables were scored as Burns 
suggested: Communication Level, Figure Nurturing, Teeth,
Arm Extensions, Orientation Between Figures, and Like-to- 
Live-in-Family. Activity Level, Cooperation Level, and 
styles were scored similarly to Burns, but with a few 
combinations of different levels of scored activity.
Styles were scored as either a 1 or 0, depending on whether 
the style was present or not, according to Burns' criteria. 
Parent Missing variable was changed to be scored as Father 
Missing.
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The variables that were scored with modifications 
include Figure Ascendance, Relative Size of Figures, 
3arriers Between Figures, and style variables. Figure 
Ascendance had four levels: head in middle 1/2 of the
picture, head in top 1/4, head in bottom 1/4, or head in 
top or bottom 1/8. Barriers Between Figures was scored 
similarly to Cho's (1987) scoring of this variable. The 
number of people or type of barriers was considered in 
assigning the score. Relative size of figures replaced 
Burns' Size of Figures (Chartouni, 1992; Cho, 1987; Shaw, 
1989). This variable was scored subjectively with either 
an 0 or 1, depending on whether the figure was drawn in a 
relatively accurate manner compared to the other figures in 
the picture.
Four unique variables were selected for this study. 
The presence of Indian symbols in the pictures of Native 
American children was scored. Pictures were also given a
score of 1 if the self figure was drawn outdoors; 0 if the
self was indoors. Similarly, a score of 1 was given to
pictures that included animals; a score of 0 for a picture
with no animals present. The fourth original variable was 
Number of Persons in Picture.
It should be noted that, even though Burns' scoring 
system was utilized, the values assigned were mostly placed 
on a continuum where positive values received lower scores 
and higher values represented the more negative points.
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Interpretation of the data accounted for the direction 
scored. Complete scoring criteria are outlined in Appendix 
A.
The Semantic Differential Family Scale was the 
criterion measurement used for comparison with the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables. The Semantic Differential had 
four scales: "My Whole Family," "Myself," "My Mother and 
Me," and "My Father and Me." This measure was chosen 
because of research findings that extol its reliability, 
validity, and flexibility in measuring attitudes. This 
measure has been used with other Native American children 
with reported success (Beuke, 1978; Lefley, 1973; Riner, 
1977).
A n a l y s i s  o f  D a t a
Four hypotheses were generated for Research Question 
1 concerning the validity of the Kinetic Family Drawings of 
Native American children. These hypotheses were tested 
with step-wise multiple regression between a linear 
combination of the relevant group of KFD variables (self, 
mother, or father) and each of the four semantic 
differential scales. In each case, the KFD variables were 
the independent variables and one of the SD variables was 
the dependent variable.
Research Questions 2 and 3 generated six additional 
hypotheses comparing KFD variables of different groups of 
Native American and Caucasian children. T-tests and
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hypotheses.
Findings of the Study
This section presents a summary of the findings 
regarding the results of the hypothesis testing for the 
validation and comparative analysis.
H y p o t h e s i s  1
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the self and scores obtained from 
the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me. "
This hypothesis was rejected because significant 
correlations were evident between the KFD variables 
regarding the self figure and three of the four Semantic 
Differential Scales: "My Whole Family," "Myself," and "My
Mother and Me," with the highest correlation between the 
KFD self variables and "My Mother and Me."
It appears that children who rate their family more 
positively on the SD, draw themselves outdoors more often 
and engage in a greater degree of activity. There was a 
correlation between a more positive rating of "Myself" and 
the self figure being drawn in a less nurturing role. Sel 
variables that correlated with a more positive rating on
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the scale of "My Mother and Me" were fewer barriers between 
self and mother and mother facing self less frequently.
H y p o c h e s i s  2
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the mother and scores obtained 
from the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me. "
The null hypothesis was rejected for this hypothesis 
also. Significant correlations were evident between the 
KFD variables regarding the mother figure and all of the 
four Semantic Differential Scales ("My Whole Family," 
"Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and Me") with 
the highest correlation between the KFD mother variables 
and "My Whole Family."
It appears that children who rate their whole family 
more positively on the SD drew the mother in a more active 
manner, but involved less nurturing-type activities. There 
was a correlation between a more positive rating of 
"Myself" and the mother being portrayed in a less 
cooperative role. Variables that correlated with a more 
positive rating on the scale of "My Mother and Me" were 
fewer barriers between self and mother, mother facing self 
less frequently, and more barriers between father and 
mother. Interestingly, the Figure Nurturing of Mother
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variable predicted a very high percentage of the variance 
of the scale "My Father and Me." It appears that the 
higher the child rated his/her relationship with his/her 
father, the less often the mother was drawn in nurturing 
activities.
H y p o t h e s i s  3
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from the KFD on the variables 
regarding the drawing of the father and scores obtained 
from the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me. "
Significant correlations were evident between the KFD 
variables regarding the father figure and only two of the 
four Semantic Differential Scales: "My Whole Family," and
"My Mother and Me." It appears that children who rate 
their whole family more positively on the SD drew father 
and mother facing each other less frequently. When the 
child rated his/her mother more positively, once again the 
mother and father were facing each other less frequently. 
3ecause only 3 of the 52 zero-order correlations were 
significant, and when seeking regression models, two models 
included only one variable and the other model had two 
variables, there was little real evidence of a correlation. 
Thus, hypothesis 3 was retained.
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Hypothesis 4
There is no statistically significant correlation 
between the scores obtained from selected KFD variables and 
the Semantic Differential on the concepts of "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
M e ."
For all the Semantic Differential Scales, "My Whole 
Family," "Myself," "My Mother and Me," and "My Father and 
Me," no variables correlated significantly enough to take 
any steps. Thus, the null hypothesis that selected 
variables--Number of Persons in Picture, Lining at Bottom, 
Compartmentalization, Encapsulation, Bird's Eye View, and 
Like-to-Live-in-Family--will not correlate significantly 
with the Semantic Differential Scales was retained.
H y p o t h e s i s  5
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of children whose 
Native American ancestry is 50% or more and those children 
whose Native American ancestry is less than 50%.
This hypothesis was rejected. The t-tests revealed 
four significant differences between Native Americans with 
differing proportions of ancestry in regard to the means of 
the KFD variables. Children who have 50% or more Native 
American ancestry tended to more often (1) draw their 
mother with teeth and engaged in a higher level of
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activity, (2) draw their mother facing the self figure, and 
(3) underlined figures in their pictures.
H y p o t h e s i s  6
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American 
children who are the only, oldest, middle, or youngest in 
their families.
This hypothesis was retained. The one-way analysis 
of variance revealed only one difference between mean 
scores on the KFDs of groups of Native American children by 
birth order: only, oldest, middle, and youngest.
H y p o t h e s i s  7
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American 
children with different amounts of exposure to Native 
American cultural events.
The hypothesis was rejected as the results of the t- 
tests revealed four significant differences between mean 
scores on the KFDs of groups of Native American children 
who attended NA cultural events more frequently and less 
frequently. The pictures drawn by children who attended 
Native American cultural events more frequently tended to 
portray their mother as more communicative, have fewer 
barriers between themselves and the mother figure, and 
underlined figures more often. The pictures drawn by
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children who attended cultural events less frequently- 
tended to be more accurate in relative size of the figures.
H y p o t h e s i s  8
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian children.
This hypothesis was rejected. The results of the t- 
tests for Hypothesis 8 revealed seven significant 
differences between mean scores on the KFDs of Native 
American and Caucasian children. Of the seven variables, 
four involved the father figure and two variables dealt 
with placement of figures. Native American children would 
place their figures more often in the top or bottom fourth 
of the paper as compared to the middle placement by 
Caucasian children, and tended to draw lining at the top of 
their pictures. The mother figure was drawn in less 
communicating ways and facing father less often than the 
Caucasian KFDs. Father was depicted as less often engaged 
in communicating and cooperative roles.
H y p o t h e s i s  9
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian children at different age levels.
This hypothesis was retained. The t-tests between 
Native American and Caucasians on three different age
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groups--6-8 years, 9-11 years, and 12-14 years--revealed 
very few differences between the two races. On comparing 
the results of Hypothesis 9 to those of Hypothesis 8 it may 
initially appear strange that Hypothesis 8 is rejected and 
Hypothesis 9 is retained. Because of the small sample size 
within each separate age group, the number of significant 
differences (7) under Hypothesis 8 was reduced within each 
of the age groups to one or two, less than one would expect 
by chance.
H y p o t h e s i s  1 0
There are no statistically significant differences 
between mean scores of KFD variables of Native American and 
Caucasian male and female children.
Hypothesis 10 was rejected for both the females and 
males in this sample. Analysis showed that Native American 
girls drew themselves toward the top or bottom portion of 
the picture more often than did the Caucasian girls, drew 
arm extensions on the father figure, and placed lining at 
the bottom of their picture. The differences between the 
groups of males included (1) Native American children 
drawing themselves toward the top or bottom portion of the 
picture more often, (2) mother portrayed as less nurturing 
and communicative, (3) mother facing father figure less 
often, (4) and less desirable depiction of their families.
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Research Questions. Conclusions 
and Implications
Research Questions
This study sought to answer three research 
questions. The findings suggest the following answers to 
these questions:
1. Is the Kinetic Family Drawing useful for 
obtaining valid information on how Native American 
children perceive their families?
The answer for this question was sought by a 
comparison measure on the Semantic Differential and the KFD 
variables as generated by Hypothesis 1-4. Significant 
correlations were noted between the self and mother 
variables and the Semantic Differential scales.
Positively rated measures of family relationships, 
as measured by the Semantic Differential Scale "My Whole 
Family," correlated most often with mother variables. The 
influence of the mother appears to be a significant part of 
the child's perception of her/his family, perhaps a 
remaining trace of the matriarchal family structure of 
eastern Native American cultures. Also, the traditional 
Native American male had well-defined authority roles in 
the family. However, over the years, the impact of racism 
on the Native American father appears to have diminished 
the father role.
A mother drawn as less nurturing, surprisingly, 
correlated with a more positive rating of the family
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relationship. Although face validity for this variable 
appears to be lacking, this result could be interpreted as 
the more independent the Native American child is, the more 
positive attitudes she/he engenders. Another possible 
reason for a less nurturing mother correlating positively 
could reflect the changing role of mothers in today's 
working society and the resulting enhanced self-esteem and 
standard of living provided by working mothers.
Although mother was not necessarily drawn as 
nurturing, the mother was active. In fact, the higher the 
level of activity of the mother, the higher the child rated 
her/his family. Similarly, the more active the self was 
drawn, the more positively the child rated the family. 
Interestingly, there was a positive correlation between a 
higher rating on the family and the self figure being drawn 
outdoors. It may be assumed that the traditional Native 
American value of reverence and harmony of nature may still 
be inherent in Native American children's drawings.
A correlation was exhibited between a positive rating 
of the mother/child relationship and fewer barriers between 
self and mother. The placing of barriers between figures 
in the drawing has often been interpreted as interpersonal 
distance between figures (Myers, 1978) . The results from 
this study appear to validate this conclusion.
Orientation between figures, especially the parents, was 
often a good predictor of a positive rating of the whole
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family. This study found that when parents were facing 
each other less frequently, the family was rated in a more 
positive manner. This was also true when the mother was 
not facing the self figure. First of all, this finding 
should be interpreted in view of normative data, that more 
children indeed draw their figures facing forward, as seen 
in other cultures also (Chartouni, 1992; Shaw, 1989). 
Eighty-seven percent of the Native American children in 
this study drew the self figure facing forward, as did 84% 
of the Caucasian sample. Perhaps the traits of less 
confrontational methods of communication and avoiding 
direct eye contact seen in traditional Native American 
cultures should be taken into consideration, making the 
Native American child indeed more comfortable in less 
direct means of interaction.
The father variables did not correlate with the SD 
scales as well as the mother and self variables. Several 
possibilities can be suggested to explain these results. A 
significant number of fathers were missing from the 
pictures and homes of the Native American group, although 
the child may have drawn his/her picture with a father 
figure. It is difficult, also, to know exactly which 
father the child was describing when a stepfather was also 
part of the child's family.
It is also important to explore other explanations 
for the results obtained. Because of the relative newness
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of the KFD as a psychological instrument, research findings 
are still tentative and conflicting. Interpretation of 
variables is often hampered by the fact that the child may 
draw her/his family as she/he "wishes" it were, rather than 
as it really is. In clinical use of the KFD, hypotheses 
are developed about the child's perception of the family 
from both viewpoints. Thus, because validity studies are 
unsuccessful, this does not necessarily invalidate the KFD 
for clinical use.
Although a nurturing and cooperative mother would be 
expected to correlate with positive feelings about the 
family, the results were in the opposite direction. This 
puzzling finding might relate to differences between the 
KFD and the Semantic Differential. Because responses to 
the Semantic Differential Scales probably do not tap into 
unconscious feelings as much as the KFD, it could be 
suggested that the SD may not necessarily be representative 
of how the child feels due to issues of protectiveness and 
social desirability in this sample.
2. How do Native American children draw their 
families?
The family pictures of this sample most often 
depicted the father either working or participating in 
outdoor sports and the mother either cooking or doing 
household chores. Over one-fifth of the children drew 
themselves playing outdoor sports; the next largest group
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was watching TV or playing Nintendo. The average number of 
people drawn in the family was five; extended family 
members were drawn in only one picture. Seventy-one 
percent of the children drew themselves indoors; 13% 
included an animal in their picture.
The self is portrayed as being more communicative 
than either parent, and the mother is seen as the most 
nurturing. Only a very few pictures showed a person with 
teeth or arm extensions. Although the majority of fathers 
did not have arm extensions, this group had the highest 
average, usually connected with work activities such as 
hammering and mowing the lawn.
The majority of the pictures were free from KFD style 
characteristics, hypothesized to indicate isolation from 
other family members. Over two-thirds of the children 
consistently drew all the figures facing forward. Most of 
the figures were drawn in the middle half of the picture.
3. Are there differences in the way Native American 
and Caucasian children draw their families?
The findings of this study confirmed that there are 
differences in the way Native American and Caucasian 
children in this study drew their families. Hypotheses 8- 
10 relate to this question. Native American children more 
often placed their figures in the top or bottom fourth of 
the paper as compared to the middle placement by Caucasian 
children, although both groups drew most of the figures in
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che middle. Native American children also cended to draw 
lining at che top of their pictures more often, although it 
was rare for both groups. The mother figure was drawn in 
less communicating ways and facing father less often in 
Native American KFDs than in the Caucasian KFDs. Fathers 
were depicted by Native American children as less often 
engaged in communicating and cooperative roles than by 
Caucasian children.
Differences were noted between the groups with a 
greater or lesser proportion of Native American ancestry. 
Children who have 5 0% or more Native American ancestry (1) 
tended to draw their mother with teeth and engaged in a 
higher level of activity, (2) drew their mother facing the 
self figure more often, and (3) more often underlined 
figures in their pictures.
The pictures drawn by children who attended Native 
American cultural events more frequently tended to portray 
their mother as more communicative, drew fewer carriers 
between themselves and the mother figure, and underlined 
figures more often. The children who attended cultural 
events less frequently tended co be more accurate in 
drawing the relative size of the figures.
Although statistically significant differences were 
found between Native American and Caucasian KFDs, the 
results did not exhibit a vast difference between the two 
groups. For all the KFD variables related to action,
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physical characteristics, position/distance/barriers, and 
style, the mode scores for both groups were identical. It 
appears that there are more similarities than differences 
in the KFD between these two cultural groups.
In a similar comparative study (Chartouni, 1992) 
between Lebanese-American and Caucasian children's KFDs, 
meaningful differences were found on 18 of the 3 3 variables 
(55%) shared by both Chartouni's and this research. This 
study revealed only 7 significant variables (21%) for the 
same shared variables. However, greater differences were 
found in this comparison between Native Americans and 
Caucasians (18%) than in a comparison of Chinese-Americans 
and Caucasians (Chuah, 19 92) where only 4 variables (14%) 
out of the same 28 were significant.
Although this study was conducted with Native 
American children, one must take into consideration that 
the majority of the children were indeed more Caucasian 
than Native American by ancestry. Lowering of blood 
quantum for tribal membership, or not requiring a blood 
quantum at all, has enabled more children to be counted on 
tribal rolls. In the eastern U.S., especially, 
reservations are small and Native American populations are 
widely scattered. To these children growing up away from 
the reservation, Native American cultural influences are 
almost nonexistent. The Native American way of life, 
values, and uniqueness continues its disappearance,
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although not by historic annihilation, but instead by slow, 
steady assimilation.
Conclusions and Implications
Based on the findings of this research, the following 
conclusions were made:
1. The Semantic Differential was successful in 
obtaining significant correlations with the KFD on all 
scales except "My Father and Me." Family pictures drawn 
with the child outdoors, a higher level of activity of 
mother and self, mother and self involved in less nurturing 
activities, and fewer barriers between mother and self 
correlated positively with higher scores on the SD. Less 
direct physical orientation between the figures was also a 
moderate predictor of more positive attitudes toward family 
relationships.
It appears that face validity for some KFD variables 
was not obtained, such as less nurturing and cooperative 
mothers. Cultural interpretation must account for both 
historical and current mainstream societal trends. Also, 
because of the unconscious perceptions portrayed in a 
child's drawing, it is difficult to find another valid 
measure that taps those feelings. Because responses to the 
Semantic Differential probably do not tap into the 
unconscious feelings as much as the KFD, the SD may not be 
as representative of how the child feels due to issues of 
protectiveness and social desirability in this sample.
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2. Although statistically significant differences 
are evident between the drawings of Native American and 
Caucasian children in this sample, the number of 
differences is relatively small. It appears from the 
similar way the two groups of children drew their pictures 
that Native American children from this sample may be 
exhibiting a more acculturated view than other minority 
groups.
3. It is often difficult to gain access to Native 
American populations due to protectiveness of the leaders 
toward their children. This concern regarding research is 
legitimate and praiseworthy. However, the issue of 
protectiveness of the more "traditional" Native American 
parent may, in fact, limit the representativeness of the 
sample and the generalizability of the results.
4. Fewer children are being exposed to Native 
American cultural values on a social level with other 
Native Americans. This lack of interaction and "passing 
on" of values as a cohesive group may appear to be having a 
mediating influence on Native American traditional values.
5. 3 u m s ' styles characteristics are very rarely 
seen in either of these non-clinic populations.
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Recommendat ions
3ased on the conclusions and findings of this study, 
the following recommendations are proposed for practice and 
further research.
Practice
1. The interpretation of the KFDs of Native American 
children need to account for the level of acculturation 
into the mainstream society. Practitioners must be 
sensitive to the diversity between and within the group of 
people called Native Americans. Degree of ancestry and 
frequency of cultural events are factors that may 
contribute to different KFD scores.
2. It is important to look at the differences 
between the Native American children as exhibiting normal 
family interactions for its own particular culture. For 
example, because the parents are portrayed as less 
communicative, this may not be problematic, but indeed 
normative for the Native American population. The Anglo 
society values should not be attached to the Native 
American drawings to reach conclusions that devalue the 
perceptions of the child's drawings.
3 . This study did not explore pathology or any use 
of the KFD in making diagnoses. Extreme caution should be 
exercised in using the KFD in clinical judgments. As Kelly 
■11992) cautioned, all projective tests and procedures need 
to be administered and analyzed by professionally trained
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and competent diagnosticians. The analysis should be 
compared with data obtained from other reliable sources, 
such as direct classroom and home observation, teacher, 
parent, and student interviews.
4. It may not be possible to validate specific KFD 
variables in a study such as this. However, use of the KFD 
in a "global" picture of the family has been shown to be 
valuable in a clinical appraisal of the child's perception 
of his/her family (Knoff £ Prout, 1985). The KFD also can 
contribute to clinical assessment in the area of rapport 
building, giving an opportunity to observe the child 
processing (Acosta, 1989), and a method of nonverbal 
communication.
5. Mother-child relationships appear to be 
influential in the Native American child's perception of 
his/her family. Mental health professionals should 
consider this relationship in gaining a clear perception of 
the family.
6. It must be recognized that this study cannot be 
generalized to all Native Americans or even all Native 
Americans within the sample's tribal affiliation. Sample 
size was small, and no randomized procedure was employed.
Future Research
1. Because of the diversity of different tribes, a 
larger study of KFDs from children from individual tribes 
could offer more normative data. Geographical area and
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reservation residence could be studied for possible 
differences.
2. Future validity studies should take into 
consideration matching the KFD with the child's perception 
of his/her family.
3. A uniform basis for scoring the KFD with the same 
variables in the same manner would enhance comparative and 
normative data for differing populations.
4. Cultural issues surrounding Native American 
children need to be explored. As Byrne (1989) asks, "What 
constitutes an Indian culture in absence of an Indian 
language, and Indian religion, and Indian cultural 
practices?" (p. 97). Especially in the eastern tribes with 
little cohesiveness as a group, these questions need to be 
addressed in order to strengthen the cultural heritage of 
children before complete acculturation into the mainstream 
Anglo society is accomplished.
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APPENDIX A 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING SCORING CRITERIA
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Scoring Criteria for 
Activity Level
Level Self Mother Father
Laying 0 0 0
Sitting 1 1 1
Standing 2 2 2
Walking 3 3 3
Running 4 4 4
Scoring Criteria for 
Figure Ascendance
Head in: Self Mother Father
Middle 1/2 0 0 0
Top 1/4 1 1 1
Bottom 1/4 2 2 2
Top/Bottom 1/8 3 3 3
Scoring Criteria for 
Communication Level
Level Self Mother Father
Hold person 0 0 0
Touch person 1 1 1
Play/work w/person 2 2 2
Talking 3 3 3
Listening 4 4 4
Watching 5 5 5
Sleeping/none 6 6 6
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Scoring Criteria for 
Cooperation Level
Level Self Mother Father
Work/play together 0 0 0
Helping 1 1 1
Working 2 2 2
None 3 3 3
Scoring Criteria for 
Figure Nurturing
Level Self Mother Father
Feeding 0 0 0
Holding 1 1 1
Touching 2 2 2
Homemaking 3 3 3
Grooming 4 4 4
Help/playing 5 5 5
Planting 6 6 5
None 7 7 7
Scoring Criteria for 
Teeth Present
Self Mother Father
Teeth Absent 0 0 0
Teeth Present 1 1 1
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Scoring Criteria for 
Arm Extensions
Self Mother Father
Absent 0 0 0
Present 1 1 1










Scoring Criteria for Number
of Persons in Picture
Number of Persons Drawn
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Scoring Criteria for Orientation 
Between Figures
Facing Not Facing
Father facing Mother 0 1
Father facing Self 0 1
Mother facing Father 0 1
Mother facing Self 0 1
Self facing Mother 0 1
Self facing Father 0 1
Scoring Criteria for Barriers 
Between Figures
Self & Self & Mother &
Mother Father Father
No significant barrier 0 0 0
2 or less persons/barriers 1 1 1
More than 2 person/barriers 2 2 2
Hinders physical contact 3 3 3
Inhibits visual contact 4 4 4
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Underlining at Bottom 0 ±
Underlining at Top 0 1
Compartmentalization 0 1
Encapsulation 0 1
Underlining Figures 0 1
Bird's Eye View 0 i_
Edging 0
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APPENDIX B
DESCRIPTION OF THE CAUCASIAN 
POPULATION AND SAMPLE SELECTION
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The Caucasian comparison sample for this research 
study was randomly selected from KFDs collected by Rodgers 
(1992) from five school districts in Southwestern Michigan, 
and matched to the Native American sample by sex and age. 
Although Rodgers used both a non-clinic and clinic sample 
in her study, only the non-clinic sample was drawn from. 
Rodgers' sample consisted of 560 children 6-18 years of 
age.
The principals determined which specific classes 
within the schools could be used. Final 
participation of any specific child depended upon 
the willingness of child and parents. An effort 
was made to include children from each year of age 
from each of the school districts (10 schools).
(p. 64-65)
The table on the following page outlines the 
distribution of the non-clinic population according to 
school, age and sex. All KFDs selected were scored by 
Gregory for this project.
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INFORMATION SHEET
Fill in or check the correct information. Please do not write your 
name on this form.
1. I am _________ years old.
2. I am _________ female.
________  male.
3. I am in grade ________  at school.
4. The following people live at my house:
  mother   stepmother
  father   stepfather
  brother(s)_____ _____ aunt(s)
  sister(s)______ _____ uncle(s)
5. In my family, I am the
  oldest child.
  middle child.
  youngest child.
I have _____ older brother(s) or sister(s).
I have _____ younger brother(s) or sister(s).
6. I am _____ Native American. My tribe is ____
I am _____ White.
I am other
7. My mother is   all Native American.
  part Native American.
_____ not Native American.
3. My father is   all Native American.
  part Native American.
  not Native American.
9. I take part in pow-wows, Indian language classes, tribal 
events, listening to faithkeepers1 legends, and other Indian 
activities
  about once a month or more.
  about twice a year.
  about once a year.
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INFORMATION SHEET
Fill in or check the correct information. Please do not write your 
name on this form.
1. I am _________ years old.
2. I am _________ female.
________  male.
3. I am in grade ________  at school.
4. The following people live at my house:
  mother   stepmother
  father   stepfather
_____ brother(s) _____ aunt(s)
  sister(s) _____ uncle(s)
5. In my family, I am the
  oldest child.
  middle child.
  youngest child.
I have _____ older brother(s) or sister(s).
I have _____ younger brother(s) or sister(s).
6. I am _____  Potawatomi Indian.
I am _____ White.
I am other
7. My mother is   all Potawatomi.
  part Potawatomi.
  not Potawatomi.
8. My father is ______  all Potawatomi.
  part Potawatomi.
  not Potawatomi.
9. I take part in pow-wows, Potawatomi language classes, tribal 
events, listening to faithkeepers' legends, and other Indian 
activities
  about once a month or more.
  about twice a year.
  about once a year.
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
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Olfactions: Va want to know how you feel about various people or
things. In each box. you will find a pnrase near the top. 
Underneath that phrase you will find pairs of opposite words .ike
good/bad. Mark the circle that best tells wnat the phrase at the
top cieans to you.
For example: suppose you have the phrase. SCHOOL. at the top.
Beneath It are the opposite words of SQQQ and BAD.
SCHOOL
very usually neither usually very 
good good good or bad bad
bad
00013 O O o O O 3Aj3
If you think SCHOOL 13 very happy, -nark the .arge circle on tne 
left. Dr. if you think SCHOOL is usually happy 'but not very 
happy), mark the middle-sized circle. If you think SCHOOL is 
neither GOOD or BAD then mark in the smail circle. If you think 
School is usually BAD, or very 3 A D , then mark -.ne proper circle
near the unhappy side. Do it as fast as you car. without hurrying,
hark only one circle.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
175
IXY W H O L E  F R H I L Y  i
Good o o o o O Bad
Weak. o o 0 O O Strong
Onimportant o o o O O Important
Kind o o 0 O O tJnJk.1. nd
Smart o o o O O Dumb
Lazy o o o O O Active
Intereating o o o O O Boring
Hato o o o O C Love
Val iia 1~> X e o o o O O Worthless
Harmful o o 0 O O Holpful
Sharing o o o O o Selfish
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HYSELF :1
Good o o o o O Bad
Weak. o o o O o Strong
Onlmpoirtant. o o o O o important
Kind. o o o O o Dnklnd
Siaajc—t o O o O 0 Dumb
Lazy o O o O o Act.ivo
Intereating o O o O o Boring
Hate o O o O c Lo"ve
Va1nab1e o O o O o Wortb1ess
Harmful o O o O c He1pful
Sharing o O o o c Se1fi3h
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KY HOTHER AND HE
Good o o o o o 3ad
Weak o o o o o Strong
Unimportant o o o o o I mpo r-tant
Kind o o o 0 o Unit And
Smairt o o o O o Dumb
Lazy o o o O o Active
0 O o O o Boring
Hate 0 o o O o Love
Va 1 ua l~> 1 e o o o O o Hoi—tlr less
Harmful o o o O o He 1pfu1
Sharing o o o 0 o Selflsh
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APPENDIX E 
FOR THE DATA COLLECTION
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PROCEDURE FOR OBTAINING SAMPLE
Administrative Level
1. Permission was obtained from the Potawatomi Nation 
Tribal Council.
2. Permission was obtained from school administrators at 
the schools that had Indian students with parental 
permission.
3. Copy of permission letter from Tribal Council was sent 
to the Office of Scholarly Research.
Parental Level
4. Explanation letters and consent forms were sent on 
Potawatomi/Andrews letterhead to parents, explaining the 
project in detail.
5. Potawatomi Nation forwarded signed consent forms to 
researcher.
S . Convenient time and location was arranged with parent to 
have the child participate in study.
Child Level
7. In a quiet location at a table, the researcher gave the 
child paper and pencil and:
a. Asked the child to draw a picture of his/her
family doing something.
b. Had the child complete the Semantic Differential
Scale.
c. Completed the demographic questionnaire with 
the researcher, 
d. All three parts were stapled together.
The time required was approximately 10-15 minutes per 
child. Strict confidentiality was maintained. The KFD, 
semantic differential, and demographic information was not 
identified by name.
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Informed Consent
I give permission for my child, ___________________________ ,
(child's name)
to participate in the Family Drawing Study conducted by Sheryl 
Gregory, Educational & Developmental Psychology Department, 
Andrews University. I have read the letter that explains the 





_______  I would like to have my child participate in the study at our
home. The address is
I would like to have my child participate in the study 
his/her school. The school he/she attends is:
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KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING 
INFORMATION SHEET
I. PURPOSE AND BENEFITS OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study is to describe how Native 
American children draw their families, and if this is an 
accurate picture of how the child feels about the family.
It is hoped that the results of the study will help parents 
and educators better understand the child. Specifically, 
this study will investigate the questions: (1) Is the
Kinetic Family Drawing useful for obtaining valid 
information on how Indian children perceive their families?
(2) How do Native American children draw their families? and
(3) Are there differences in the way Native American Indian 
children and Caucasian children draw their families?
A summary of the methodology, results, and conclusions 
will be made available at Andrews University, Berrien 
Springs, MI.
II. RESEARCH PROBLEM
Research on how American Indian children perceive 
their families and the way that perception is reflected in 
their family drawings is lacking. The KFD, an instrument 
which has been found useful for this purpose, has not yet 
been validated with the Indian populations.
III. RESEARCH PROCEDURES
The Kinetic Family Drawing instrument was developed by 
Burns and Kaufman (1970) and is widely used by school 
psychologists and counselors. It investigates the 
interaction between the child, his family and significant 
others.
The research procedure will be to ask each child to 
draw a picture of everyone in his family doing something.
The examiner will stay in the room observing the child 
making the drawing. In addition to drawing, the child will 
be asked to complete a word list of adjectives to describe 
the family and a demographic questionnaire.
Strict confidentiality will be maintained. The 
drawing, the word list, and demographic questionnaire will 
not be identified by name. Parental approval for 
participation in the study will be obtained.
IV. DATA COLLECTION
Date: March, 1992 - April, 1992
Number of children: All that have obtained permission
Grades of children: First through ninth
Time required: 15-20 minutes per child
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CORRESPONDENCE
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4725-1 Timberland Drive 
3errien Springs. MI 49103
October 24. 1991
Potawatomi Indian Nation. Inc. 
Is Mr. Thomas Topash
To the Tribal Council:
I am nearing the completion of my course work for a Ph.D. in 
Educational and Developmental Psycholoav at Andrews University 
and am beginning the research phase necessary for my 
dissertation. Since I am a Native American and Indian grants 
have contributed financial support to my education for so many 
years. I would like to contribute somethincr in return. I am 
interested in conducting a study of how Indian children draw 
their families, hopefully contributin<r to a better understanding 
of the Indian child's perception of his/her family.
I am enclosing an outline of my proposed project. It includes a 
description of the family drawing, other data collecting methods, 
and procedures I would use. I have also included the democrraDhic 
questionnaire and Semantic Differential ‘word list) that would be 
used. All drawings and information from the children would be 
confidential and not identified bv name or community. A sample 
permission letter tor parents is also included for you to view.
I have pride in my heritage, and I am makina every effort for 
this study to be well-conducted, fairly interpreted, and yield 
helpful results to the tribe. I want to be very careful to avoid 
any negative effects to the Potawatomi. I am willing to sicrn a 
statement that all information will be shared with the tribe, and 
published articles will be submitted only with tribal approval.
I hope that my proposed research project will be of benefit to 
professionals who work with Indian children. I aoprepreclate the 
opportunity to present my proiect and am williner to answer any 
further questions you may have.
Sincere 1y.
Sheryl A. Gregory 
Doctoral Student
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POTAWATOMI IN D IA N  NA TIO N INC. AKA PoXai$on Bund ot Potawatom i Indians
53237 Town Hall Road. Dowaniac. M I 39047 Telephone ol6-7S2 6323. 616-7S2-73J5
November 15, 1991
Human Subject Review Board 
Andrews University 
Berrien Springs, MI 49103
To Whom It May Concern:
At the Tribal Council Meeting of November 9, 1991, our Potawatomi
Indian Nation heard a research request on the Validation: 
Comparative Study of Kinetic Family Drawings of Potawatomi Indian 
Children. The study which is being conducted by graduate student, 
Sheryl Gregory, received unanimous approval at the conclusion of
the questions and answer period. While it may be possible th
several families will refuse to participate, we feel that
conditions have been made optimal by the fact that Ms. Gregory is
Native American and the Tribal Council has endorsed the endeavor. 




Potawatomi Indian Nation, Inc. 
Education Liaison




POTAWATOMI IN D IA N  N A TIO N INC. A K A  P u ka tfo n  B una  or P o ta w a to m i In d ia n s
53237 T o w n  H a l! Road. D o w a w a c . M I  -19047 Telephone.* r*;n-7B2 n32J h l6 -7 S 2  78 1 8
December 9, 1991
Dear Parent,
Understanding the Indian family is an important step in 
strengthening our cultural heritage and helping our families. As 
a Native American myself, I feel that our children are unique and 
need to be understood from an Indian point of view. I am
conducting a study to find out how Potawatomi children draw their
families. I want to know if this is a true picture of Indian 
children's feelings about their family.
I will ask your child to draw a picture of her/his family and to 
choose some words to describe the family. This will take about 
15 minutes. Everything will be confidential. The drawings will 
not have names on them.
For your child to be part of the study, please sign the
permission sheet. At any time you or your child can decide to
withdraw. However, I hope you will take advantage of this
opportunity to be included in this study of Potawatomi children. 
Without your child's unique contribution, this study would be




Andrews University Graduate Student
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POTAWATOMI IN D IAN N A T IO N  INC. AKA Poka^ on Band ot Potawatomi Indians
53237 Tow n H all Koail. Dowaipac. M I -“ 3027 Telephone 116-782 6323, 616-732 733.S
January 2 7, 19 9 1
Dear Parent,
We want you to know that we, the Tribal Council, have reviewed 
the request that was made by Sheryl Gregory to include our 
children in a research study. The question in this study is, "do 
Indian children draw their families differently than Anglo 
children because of cultural differences?". Mayhn there will be 
some differences, and it is possible there will be no differences 
at all.
The reason we okaved the study is to find the answer in that 
question. If there is a difference, this will insure I hat any 
Indian child I hat is tested in the future with the Kinetic Family
D raw i ng test will receive the benefit of a more :\c cu r a I e
interpretation.
Please remember the testing is not being done lo check out your 
child and your family. In fact, no names will be used at all.
We hope Lhnt the study will have as many as 100 participants so
that it will have statistical significance. We have approved
this study, but our approval does not mean you have !o agree to 
have your child do this drawing. The conclusion of I lie study 
will be shared with our tribal membership.
Sincerely yours.
Executive Commit Lee
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A N D R E W S
i \|\ t KM I 1
February 3, 1992
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
Sheryl Gregory is completing her doctoral studies in school psychology at Andrews University. She has 
proposed a dissertation topic which could make a significant contribution toward understanding Native 
American children: A Validation and Comparative Study of Kinetic Family Drawings of Native
American Children. The research design has been approved by her doctoral committee and the Human 
Subjects Review Board of Andrews University, which classified the project as no-risk to the subjects. 
Mrs. Gregory is an excellent student and competent in research skills. She is a Native American from 
the Seneca trip in New York, so brings a special sensitivity to the needs of Native American families.
Family drawings are often used to help understand how children feel about their family. However, no 
research has been done on how Native American children draw their families. This study will add 
significantly to our understanding of Native American children.
We wouid be very appreciative if you could help Mrs. Gregory make the appropriate contacts to conduct 
this study. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (616) 471-3308.
Thank you for your kindness.
Respectfully yours,
r* ' •/  ■
Donna J. Habenicht. Ed.D.
Professor and Chairperson 
Department of Educational 
and Counseling Psychology
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M\ I i<M ! '1
March 4, 199 2
Dear Parent,
Understanding the Indian family is an important step in 
strengthening our cultural heritage and helping our 
families. As a Native American myself, I feel that our 
children are unique and need to be understood from an Indian 
point of view. I am conducting a study to find out how 
Native American children draw their families. I want to 
know if this is a true picture of Indian children's feelings 
about their family.
Your child will be asked to draw a picture of her/his family 
and to choose some words to describe the family. This will 
take about 15 minutes. Everything will be confidential.
The drawings will net have names on them.
For your child to be part of the study, please sign the 
attached permission sheet. At any time you or your child 
can decide to withdraw. However, I hope you will take 
advantage of this opportunity to be included in this study 
of Indian children. without your child's unique 
contribution, this study would be impossible. If you have 
any questions, please call (615) 471-4215.
Sincerely,
Sheryl Gregory
Andrews Universitv Graduate Student
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POTAWATOMI IN D IA N  NA TIO N INC. AKA Pokagon Band 01 Potawatomi Indians
53237 Town Hall Road. Dowagiac. MI 39047 Telephone nlo-7H2 6323. 616-782-7838
March 6, 1992
Dear Parent,
Several weeks ago I sent you a letter about a study I am conducting 
to find out how Potawatomi children draw their families. Perhaps 
you did not receive it or have not had the time to respond. I hope 
you will take advantage of this opportunity to have your child 
included in this study of Potawatomi children. Without your 
child’s unique contribution, this study would be impossible. I 
will ask your child to draw a picture of his/her family and to 
choose some words to describe the family. This will take about 15 
minutes. Everything will be confidential. The drawings will not 
have names on them.
For your child to be part of the study, please sign the permission 
slip below and return it in the addressed stamped envelope. This 
project has been approved by the Tribal Council, and more complete 
information is available at the Potawatomi office in Dowagiac. If 




Andrews University Graduate Student
I give permission for my child,____________________________________
to participate in the Family Drawing Study conducted by Sheryl 
Gregory, Educational t Development Psychology Department, Andrews 
University.
Child’s signature date Parent’s signature date
Please check one:
_____ 1 would like to have my child participate in the study at
our home. The address is _______________________________________
I would like to have by child participate in the study at 
his/her school. The school he/she attends is:
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March 26, 1992
4725-1 Timberland Ave. 
3errien Springs, MI 49103
Mr. Dan Stack, Principal 
Coloma Elementary School 
262 N. West Street 
Coloma, MI 49038
Dear Mr. Stack:
I am currently conducting a study of how Native American 
children draw their families, hopefully contributing to a 
better understanding of the Indian child's perception of 
his/her family. I am enclosing a data sheet that explains 
my proposed project. It includes a description of the 
family drawing, other data collecting methods, and 
procedures utilized. The Potawatomi Indian Nation council 
has approved my proposal and has cooperated with me in 
obtaining signed parental consent forms. Several parents 
have requested that I come to their child's school to obtain 
the drawing. The child involved from your school is:
(child's name)
As indicated on the data sheet, the time involved will be 
minimal. Only a small table or desk in a quiet place is 
needed. All drawings and information from the children 
would be confidential and not identified by name or 
community. This project has also been approved by the 
Andrews University Human Subjects Review Board as a no-risk 
research.
I am seeking your permission to collect these children's 
drawing at your school. If you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at (616) 471-4215. I will telephone 
you in a few days to discuss this project. Hopefully my 
proposed research project will be of benefit to 
professionals who work with Indian children. Your 
cooperation will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
Sheryl A. Gregory
Andrews University Doctoral Student
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SCORED DATA









3 l=mother at home 0=not at home
9 l=father at home 0=not at home
10 l=stepmother at home 0=not at home
11 l=stepfather at home 0=not at home




13-14 01=Potawatomi O2=0neida 03=Mohawk
04=Seneca 05= 06=0nondaga
Proportion of NA ancestry
15 l=mother all 2=mother part 3=mother not
16 l=father all 2=father part 3=father not
17 Frequency of cultural events
l=once a month or more 
2=ahout twice a year 
3=afaout once a year 
4=less than once a year
18 31ank
19 My Whole Family good/bad
2 0 My Whole Family weak/strong
21 My Whole Family unimportant/important
22 My Whole Family kind/unkind
23 My Whole Family smart/dumb
24 My Whole Family lazy/active
25 My Whole Family interesting/boring
26 My Whole Family hate/love
27 My Whole Family valuable/worthless
28 My Whole Family harmful/helpful
29 My Whole Family sharing/selfish
3 0 Myself good/bad
31 Myself weak/strong
32 Myself unimportant/important
3 3 Myself kind/unkind




3 8 Myself valuable/worthless
39 Myself harmful/helpful
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Scored Data-- Continued
40 Myself shar ing/selfish
41 Mother and Me good/bad
42 Mother and Me weak/strong
43 Mother and Me unimportant/important
44 Mother and Me kind/unkind
45 Mother and Me smart/dumb
46 Mother and Me lazy/active
47 Mother and Me interesting/boring
48 Mother and Me hate/love
49 Mother and Me valuable/worthless
50 Mother and Me harmful ./helpful
51 Mother and Me sharing/selfish
52 Father and Me good/bad
53 Father and Me weak/strong
54 Father and Me unimportant/important
55 Father and Me kind/unkind
56 Father and Me smart/dumb
57 Father and Me lazy/active
58 Father and Me interesting/boring
59 Father and Me hate/love
60 Father and Me valuable/worthless
62 Father and Me harmful/helpful




4 Activity Level of Self
5 Activity Level of Mother
6 Activity Level of Father
7 Figure Ascendance Self
8 Figure Ascendance Mother
9 Figure Ascendance Father
10 Communication Level of Self
11 Communication Level of Mother
12 Communication Level of Father
13 Cooperation Level of Self
14 Cooperation Level of Mother
15 Cooperation Level of Father
16 Figure Nurturing of Self
17 Figure Nurturing of Mother




22 Arm Extension Self
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23 Arm Extension Mother
24 Arm Extension Father
25 Father Missing
26 Relative Size of Figures
27 Number of Persons in Picture
2 8 Orientation Between Father and Mother
29 Orientation Between Father and Self
3 0 Orientation Between Father and Mother
31 Orientation Between Mother and Self
32 Orientation Between Self and Mother
33 Orientation Between Self and Father
34 Barrier Between Self and Mother
35 Barrier Between Self and Father
3 6 Barrier Between Mother and Father
3 7 Edging
3 8 Lining on Bottom








47 Animals in Picture
48 Self Drawn Outdoors
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0 5 0 0 7 2 1 1 1 0 0 3 0 4 2 3 4  2 4443  2 4 4 2 4 2 2 5 1 5 5 2 2 4 4 4 4 1 5 5 1 1 4 2 5 2 5 1 1 5  4 1 1 4 4 5 2 4 2  
0 5 0 2 2  20 66 33 73 00 00 103 01  3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
0 5 1 1 2 2 6 1 1 0 0 1 0 4 2 3 4  1 5 5 1 1 4 1 5 1 5 1 1 5 5 1 3 1 1 5 2 5 1 2 5 5 1 2 5 1 5 1 5 1 1 5 5 1 1 5 1 5 1 5 1  
0 5 1 1 2 1 0 0  25 66 3 2 3 7 7  7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 1 1 1 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
0 5 2 0 8 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 4 2 3 4  255 2 1 3 2 5 2 4 1 2  4 4 1 1 4 2 5 1 5 2 1 4 4 1 2 4 2 5 2 5 1 1 5  5 1 2 4 2 5 1 4 1  
0 5 2 2 2 2 3 3 0 6 6 6 3 2 2 7 3 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 0 1 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  
0 5 3 1 3 1 7 1 1 0 0  00
0 5 3 0 0 4 2 0 1 6 6 2 3 3 0 7 7 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 1  
0 5 4 0 7 1 7 1 1 0 0  00
0 5 4 2 2 2 0 0 0 1 6 1 3 3 3 2 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
0 5 5 0 8 1 2 1 1 0 0  00
0 5 5 2 2 2 0 0 0 6 1 1 3 3 3 7 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0  
0 5 6 0 7 1 2 1 1 0 0  00
0 5 6 2 1 1 0 0 0 6 6 6 3 3 3 7 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
0 5 7 0 8 2 2 1 1 0 0  00
0 5 7 2 2 2 3 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1  
0 5 8 0 8 1 2 1 1 0 0  00
0 5 8 4 2  00  66 32 73 00 00 104 01  4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 1
0 5 9 0 8 2 3 0 1 0 0  00
0 5 9 2 2 3 0 0 0 6 6 6 3 2 2 7 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0  
0 6 0 0 6 1 1 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 0 3  3 3 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 5 5  5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0  
0 6 1 0 6 1 0 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 1 4 4 3 0 0 1 2 2 6 0 0 2 5 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
0 6 2 0 6 2 0 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 6 6 6 3 2 2 7 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1  
0 6 3 1 1 1 5 0 1 0 0  00
0 6 3 2 2 2 3 0 2 6 6 3 3 2 3 7 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
0 6 4 1 1 1 5 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 4 1 2 6 0 0 0 6  6 23 2 0 7 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 1 1 4 4 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
0 6 5 1 1 1 5 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 5 1 2 1 0 0 0 6  6 6 3237  3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 1 1 0 1 1 4 4 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
0 6 6 1 1 1 5 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 6 1 1 1 0 1 0 6 6 6 3 3 3 7 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
0 6 7 1 1 1 5 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 7 4 2 2 2 2 2 6 6 6 3 2 2 7 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0  
0 6 8 1 1 2 5 1 1 0 0  00
0 6 8 1 1 1 0 0 0 3  3 3 3 3 3 7 7 7 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 0 0  3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1  
0 6 9 1 1 2 5 1 1 0 0  00
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0 7 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 6 6 1 3 3 3 5 7 2 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0  
0 7 3 1 0 1 4 1 1 0 0  00
0 7 3 4 2 2 0 1 1 6 6 3 3 1 2 7 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
0 7 4 1 0 1 4 1 1 0 0  00
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